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frnest R. House
University of Illinois*#

Compensaz;ry education has been the largest
and most controversial area of "federal involve~;
ment in education since its beginning nearly two
decades ago. The evaluation of compensatory ed-
ucation has been no less controversial. Both
touch deep-seated value and interest conflicts

. . !
in society.

. In 1974, the Congress instructed the ;2—
tional Institute of Education (NIE) ‘to conduct a
study of compénsatory education, especially
those programs funded by Title T of the Elemcn-
tary and Secondary Education Act, which has pro-
vided over 52 billion annually for educational
programs for Jlow-achieving students in school
districts with low-income families. The NIE
mandate grew out of Congress's frustration with

past evaluation efforts.

#%Fppn.:st House wishes to acknowledge the
helpful comments provided by Gene Glass, baul
Hill, Douglas Weir, Gordon Hoke, and staff from
the Illinois Board of Education -- Tom Kerins,
Connie Wise, Rose Maye, and dJack Fyans.'
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By 1974, the evaluation of compenéatory ed-
ucation in general and Title I in particular had
indeed been inadeauate. After several years of
federal programs, and several hundred millions
of dollars spent on the evaluations, Congress
had little information on which to basg deci-
sions. As a member of the staff of the House
Education and Labor Committee vput it: "Incred-
iblv-enough,‘both_the sponsor's and opponents of
that provision found that almost no data existed
on how much money from_%he Title I allocation
was then being spent on basic skills" (Cross,
1979, p. 16).

The +reasons for this inadequacy are found
in the history of the Title I evaluation and in
the type of evaluation that has been attempted
for the past decade. Put simply, federal offi-
cials in the Office of Education have attempted
to evaluate these programs by an inappropriate
approach to evaluation and when the approach
fails, they modify the evaluation slightly and
attempt the same approach again, and it fails
again. This has occurred repeatedly over the
past fifteen years (McLaughlin, 1975). The re-
sult has been either no informatio; at al® ¢r
evaluation data that are severely criticized as
invalid bv evaluation experts. Controversy suc-

ceeds controversy.
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Frustrated by’ this problem' as early as °

1974, Congress tried two solutions. One was to
write into the Title I legislation itself a re-
aquirment that the Office of Education develop
"models of evaluation" and that 1local school
districts evaluate their programs using these
models. As in many cases where Congress tries
to legislate the detailed conduct of technical
activities, the legislation 1led to questionable
results.,

The O0Office of Education developed three

models of evaluation which emulated the unsuc-
cessful approach to evaluation that the Office
had been using. Although the 1legislation was
énacted in 1874, there is still 1little usable
inférmation on which to base decisions. In ad-
ditioﬂ, the evaluation models themgelves are
under attack by evaluation and measurement ex-
perts, as well ac by the state evaluators yhom
the models are supposed to heip (Linn, 1979;
Jaeger, 1979; ﬁiley, 1979). The state evalua-
tion directors have strongly protested the im-
position of these particular models, yet the
work goes forward. 1In 1979, use of the three
models was mandated for all Title T programs.
?

The other Congfessional solution to the
problem was to instruct <the ' National Institute
of Education, an agency 'separate from the Office
of Education, to conduct a study of compensatory
education, especially the Title I ‘programs. It
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is my happy duty to report that the federal gov-
ernment has redeemed its npnof‘iand its compe;
tence in this study. It has conducted an evalu-
ation that was ﬁélpful to the Congress, that was
valid, that was worthy of the name.

Rl

The former staff member of ?he House Educa-
‘tion and Labor Committee commenged:

More recently the attention of Congress
with respect to the reenactment of Title I
has been focused to a remarkably large
degree by information generated by the
study done by the National Institute of
Fducation. . .The NIE study has been
remarkable in terms of the quality and
auantity of information that it has pro-
duced . I One of the more specific
products to emerge from that study was la
substantial revision and reorganization of
the %itle'I statute. . At this;Point one
could say that the NIE study has been the
single most productive piece of evaluation
work ever undertakern on a federal education
program. It may well be -ohe of the most
productive. evaluation’ works of any
executive branch agency® (Cross, 1979, pp.
$0-25.)

This burst of enthusiasm is understandable
after so many years of féilure._ The intention
of this review is to analyze the NIE study, to
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judge its worth, and to assess its,sgrengths and
we?kneéses; ~1 shall try ﬁg show why it is &
good study and to outline the critical decisions
made by the evaluators and officials that kept
it from going astray. I suggest in some places.
how it might have been made even better than it
was.

L

Judging Evaluations

.

What is'gt that makes an evaluation good or
bad, valid or invalid? Suppose the .;valuator
and the decision maker are *he same person, as
when a person is d2ciding to purchase a car.
wWhat is the minimum siandard for the evaluation?
In this case one would say that the evaluation
must be true. If the evaluation were not true,
even though conducted by an individual for him-
self or herself, one would say the evaluation
was invalid. There are many different ways in
whicn individuals determine trﬁth, and, indeed,
these different methods distinguish evaluation
approaches. But, whatever the method, an untrue
«valuation would be considered invalid by every-
one. It would make little sense to say, "This
is a valid evaluation, but it- happens to be un-~
true."” (Validity I take in the sense of being

worthy of recognition.)

~s Now consider the case when the evaluator
and decision maker are separate persons. Per-
haps the decision maker consults Consumer Re-
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.o ports to make a decision. It is nof’enough that
- the evaluation be true; it must also be credible - .
. to the decision maker. An incredible evaluation
is likewise invalid, i.e., not worthy of
recognition. Again, ther2 are different ways in
which credibility is assessed. Agai.., it would
not make much sense to say, "This is a valid

evaluation but it is not credible."

. Finally, cogpsider a third *case. In .this
\case, the evaluator is not evaluating something
for an iﬁdividual's private use, but is evalua-
ting a public program, a social program. - In
this. case the evaluation must not only be true
_and credible, it must be normatively correct.
This is the most stringent demend of all, for
one has passed from the private into the public
realm, and there are obligations to the public
at large and not simplx to private individuals.
This is the area of least agreement. I will not
make an extended argument here but will simply
contend that an evaluatidz of a public program
- musf be democratic, fair, and impartial. If it
is undemocratic or unfair, it is invalid. It
. makes little sense tp say of an evaluation of ‘a
public program that it is vafid but that it is
unjust, unfair, or partial. (For development of

these ideas, see House, 1980.) .

. ¢

Why t_his is so is}eg_ause of the role of
evaluation in our social decision procedures, in-
determining who gets what. . To be valid a pri-
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vate evaluatié% must be true, an interpersonal
evaluation must be true and credible, and a pub-
lic evaluation must be true, cfeaible,- and
right, i.e., democratic, fair, 1mpart131, and so
on. The burden of those who pdesume to evalpate
social programs %n.the public interest is not a
light one -- nor should it be. It seems only
fair and just that evaluators should meet stan-
dards that they expect of others. ' -I shall at-
tempt to show in this review that the NIE study
meets these standards of validity.

In fact, T would contend that the ’ success,
acceptance, and utility of the study is signif-
icantly d@pendent on- its meeting these validity
claims. 1In the words of a Congressional staf-
fer: "

. . . Congress 1is generally not concerned
withthe technicalities in the development
of evaluations. What the Congress wants is
information on which to base policy ana
political judgments about programs, The
primary concern of Congress is that the
'1nformat10n that is produced can withstand
a profé551opal critique and thas the data
will praddce findings that are at least
somewhat conclusive. (Cross, 1973, p. 19.)
Although part of the judgment as to whether
the evaluation is good depends on whether it can
‘be used by its intended audience (in this case,
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¢ - the Congress), utility of. the infor nation alone
' is not a sufflcient crlterion tc determine the
valldltg of the evaluatidn. Congress 'may make
good use of inforfation which .is false. Or an
evaluation that is good for Longress may nqt be
good for the country as a whole. The Congres-
sional 1ntqrest may .not be identical with. the
public interest. An evaluatiof could be - good
= for Congress's own vurposes and 1atereJt but
1nvalld in that it did not serve the public in-
terest. Thus utility for an intended audience,
while important, is an' insufficient griterion
when evgluating- puﬁlic " programs, evéﬁ)when the
. audienge is the go@ernmé%t. ‘

From the quote above, it Wwould appear that
. Congress wants relevant information and also in-
formation the truth and credlbillty of which are
assured by professlonal consensus. Another cri-
terion -- that of conq}hsiveness' -~ T will not
“address other than to say that:government «offi-
cials often expect a conclusiveness that is be-
+ yond the power of formal evaluation or social
science to deliver. (For a discussion, see
Lindblom and Coheh, 1979). Congress is actually
looking'fgr practical information ‘that can be
used to improve programs. The NIE study, while
« inconclusive in many wayé,-qag able to provide
such practicél information and hence’ sétisfied

the Congress. - More elusive - are enduring gener-
alizations about ‘%oéial ﬁrograms and social
phenoﬁena. Pursuit of these has led to incon-
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clusive evaluations and to Congressional frus-

ﬁtrations.

k4

In summary, the concluéion of my review is
that the NIE compensatory education study is'
valid because” ;it meets the standards fgr the
evaluation of a public program, and it is a good
evaluation because it was used by and satisfied

"its intended audienae, the Congress. Its value

to Coﬂgreés was partially dependent on 1ts ya~
lidity.” It would have been a valid evaluation .
even if, thrdugh séme strange circumstance, Con-

' gress had never seen it or used it,  in which

case it would have been of. no value to them.

The Charge

. . L]
Section 821 of the Education Amgndments of
1974 instructed the NIE to undertake a "thorough
evaluation and study".of compensatory education
programs. .Such study had to include the follow-

d
[} ¢
.

ing: .
1. An  examination of purposes and effec~
tiveness of these programs;
2. An analysis‘ of means to identify
children who have the greatest need
for such programr;

3. An analysis of the effectiveness of
=300~
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meihods and procedures for meeting the
educational needs of children, includ-
e« ing the use of individualized plans
and teacher training programs;

. An exploration of alternative methods
of distributing funds in an equitable
and efficient manner that ensures the
funds reach .the areas of greatest
need;

&£, . -Establishment of not more than 20 ex- °
perimental programs to carry out  the
above purposes. ' .
4 g
In addition to allowing four years for com~
pletion, the law instructed NIE not to report
the. results to any other group, e.g. the Presi~
dent or the Commissioner of Education, before it
reported to the Congress. Specific Congres-
sional concerns in" passage of the act were the
cffects of altering the definition of poverty,
of using tgst scores to distribute funds, of re-
quiring individualized plans for all students in
Title I prégrams; nd of requiring school dis~ °
fPicts to speﬁd 85% of thelr Title T grants on
basic skills instrudétion.

From these concerens NIE designed a. wide
focus study, one purpose of which was to aésess
the past effectiveness of the program and the
other to' examine specifiec alternative proce-

~367~ 1
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dures. So the study was both an evaluation ana
a policy study. The wide foc'. was the most
critical decision -- and a wise one. Past eval-
uations had foundered by using standardized
achievement scores as the exclusive indicators

- of program _outcomes. In both correlational and
experimental designs, the Title I programs re-
peate ! - ~1 to show large increases on stan-
"¢ rdized te: ;. Measurement and evaluation ex-
pe “ts critic: zed the narrow focus of the dgt-
come~, the experimental designs, the instruments
employ.-d, and the statistical techniques, thus
throwing the evaluations into question.

By contrast the NI™ »>fficials concluded
,that compensatory educat. - had a number of im-
porfant goals, most of which were not captured
bv\outcomes on standardized achievement tests,
which were themselves considered by many -to be
invalid measures. Although there were many mo-
+ives for originating compensatory education
programs, such as ¢liminating poverty, the spe-
,cific purposes clearly discernible in the status
and Congressional statements were to provide fi-
nancial assistance to districts with low income
children, to fiind special services for low-
achieving children in the poorest schools, and
to cgntribute to the overall development of stu-
Adents. Members of Congress themselves differed
on the priority of the three fundamental pur- .
poses. There was no reason to assume (as past
evaluators had done) that the programs existed

-368~
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solely to enhance academic achievement as meas-—
ured by tests. |

Furthermore, federal involvement operated
through state and local agen;ies which had their
own goals. The evaluation had to consider im-
plementation as a factor. This insight into
compensatory education programs, particularly
Title ¥ programs, as héving multiple and pos-
sibly conflicting goals and as being implemented
ﬁy other agencies with their own structure and
purposes, is what distinguishes the success of
this evaluation from past failures. It is es-
sentially a political insight, and it is sig-
nificant that the director of the study (Paul
Hill)1 had a background in political science
rather than e¢onomics, engineeriné, accounting,
psychology, or even sociology. The temptation
in all these disciplines would be to recure
overly reductionist outcome measures. (Of -
course, political science is also reductionist
in its focus on power and authority.)

The NIE strategy was designed to produce a
vcomplete understanding"” of how Title I operated
by focusing on funds allocation, service de~
livery, student development, and program ad-

" ministration, and by .employing criteria derived
from the fundamental purposec. The study did
not provide a complete understanding, but it did

> provide information that Congress could and
would use to judge and improve Title I. _The in-
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itial definition of the problem derived from the
Congressional charge was critical to the success
of the study. Other, less fortunate, interpre-
tations were possible. Although most evaluation
discussions focus on technicalities of design
and statistics, it is in the initial conceptual-
izing of the problem that the essential features
are determined, usually beyond remedy.

¢

Needs

A reading of the original Congressional
mandate reveals how easily the NIE study could
have gone astray. The mandate 1is implicitly
written from the "needs assessment" paradigm:
determine the purpose of the programs, analyze
‘means of identifying children in need of such
programs, and analyze the effectiveness of meth-
"ods for meeting the needs. Needs is a complex
and unquestioned concept, and when used as in
“children's needs," a clear moral mandate. The
existence of a need is used to justify acting in
a certain fashion. Most often, need is used to
indicate the discrepancy ¥between some target
state and the actual state of affairs. (See
Scriven and Roth, 1977, and Roth, 1977, for a
half-dozen different ways in which needs are de-
fined.) -

It is clear enough that children need vi-
tamin C or so many calories a day, but the fur-

~-370-
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ther one moves away from biology, the less cer-
tain the concept of need‘hecomes. For example,
the child needs a strong self-concept (mental
heal%h), but people disagree immediately as to
what this entails. Typically, needs assessments
in compensatory education programs are conceived
as the need to reach the average level of educa-
tional achievement, as operatioﬂally defined by
a standardized achievgment test.

Such a construal of needs could have re-
sulted in another evaluation such as occurred in
the past. The study might have been designed as
a large-scale field experiment to see whether
Title I programs improved children's test scores
or brought them up to grade level on standard-
ized tests. An experimental design would be
necessary for determining whether the expected
gain was attributable to the programs and not to
other causes. Yet there are many reasons why
children do not perform at grade level on tests,
including family background, past history of
disadvantagement, and even -~ the nature of the
tests themselves. This type of evaluation makes
the federal program solely responsible-for ele-
vating test scores when there are many causes of
low test scores. The programs are likely to
100k 1like failures. They are, after all, only
supplements to the children's education.

Thus the net effect might be to make the
programs and those who run them appear éncompe;

-371-
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" tent. President Nixon justified no increase in
funding for compensatory programs because he
said educators did not know what worked, a di-
rect reference to past evaluations. Often the
children themselves were blamed for the failure.
Some researchers have concluded that cert;in
children are intrinsically incompetent because
compensatory .programs have * not succeeded, ac-
cording to this type of evaluation.

In this case the Congressional mandate in-
structed the researchers to examine the purposes
of the programs and to analyze the means for
identifying the children who have the greatest
need for the program. The researchers defined
the set of fundamental purposes as providing fi-
nancial assistance, funding special services for
low-achieving students in poor schools, and con-
tributing to the cognitive, emotional, social,
or physical development of these students. Needs
were not reduced to test score performance, al-
though there was a testing component to the
study. The financial assistance to poor stu-
dents and the provision of special services were
conceived as positive outcomes. In other words,
the needs were for more money for the education
of poor students and for special funding for
.them,.as well as a need to enhance *heir overall
development.

Other possible purposes for the programs
would have been to eliminate poverty and to re-
-372~- o
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" distribute wealth. An egalitarian (and I am

one) might hope for the programs to reduce pov-
erty among the students. But, aggin,(éince pov-
erty has many causes, many of which are external
to the school's influence, expecting the schools
to alleviate poverty puts an ' extraordinarily

heavy burden on the programs and one the pro-

grams probably cannot carry. It would be inter-
esting to know the degree to which the programs
alleviated poverty, although how this might have
been determined in a four-year evaluation of
public school children is not at all clear.
What the study did do is examine the immediate
redistributive effects of the programs. - .

| One of the internal conflicts in compensa-
ﬁ‘ﬁy programs is that they are supposed to com-
pensate for both poverty and educational dis-
advantagement. These two goals do not always
coincide, and mény decisions in the study re-
flect a weighing of the two, and a trade-off of
one against the other. This balancing of cri-
teria applies to the evaluation of any complex
socialbprogram.

In summary, what one takes as the purposes
of the programs will very much infiuence what
one takes as the children's needs and will alter
the shape and results of the evaluation. Child-
ren's needs could be construed variously as the
need not to be poor, to receive extra education-
al help, or to perform at grade level on a test.

-373-
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(There are hidden, and perhaps implausible, pre-
sumptions that the higher test score will lead
to better things .in life later on.) 1In this
study I Dbelieve that the researchers have de-
fined the probieém-in such a way that the results
were useful.

ands Allocation

One of the three fundamentai purposes of
“compensatory education, as defined by the NIE
Stud&, was to provide financial assistance to
schools in relation to their numbers of low-in-
come children. The NIE evaluators conducted an
in-depth analysis of the distribution of the
~Title I funds. Did the funds go to districts
and schools with poor children? The persistent
pursuit of this question, I think, makes the NIE
study democratic.'

Democracy means that everyone's interests
are considered, and in some cases justice is de-
fined as attention to the interests of those who
are most disadvantaged. In this case the pri-
mary interests are those of the children who are
poor. Whether they, in fact, received the funds
that were directed to them was a critical ques-
‘tion. If it is an obvious one, it should be
noted that up to the time of the NIE s%udy, 1it-
tle information existed as to the destinations
of the funds. - One may also wonder whether the
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funds do any good. First, though, they must ar-
rive. ' .
p
-

A just compensatory education program,
justice being democratically'cbnceived, will de-
1iver the funds to the disadvantaged efféctive~-
ly, and a 3just evaluation will indéstigate
whether the program does soO. Poverty programs
that help the upper classes more than the lower
are all too common. Perhaps the greatest
strength of the NIE study was its coacern about
these-issues. |

‘Who gets the money? This question is not
as easily answered as one might think. Accord-

.ing to the NIE study, the funding pattern of'

Title I 1is complex. By law, school districts
are supposed to receive 40 percent of their
average expense for each child between the ages
of _ 5 and 17 identified as eligible.2 In fact,
districts receive only about 17 percent. Feder-
al rhetoric is stronger than federal action.

The complexities of govermmental jurisdic-'
tions complicate the allocation process. There
are three steps. First the federal goverhmént
distributes monies based on county census data.
The states in turn distribute to school dis-
tricts within counties, and the separate dis-.
tricts distribute to individual school within

their Jurisdictions. Eligible children are
identified as those below the poverty level,
~375~
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¥ those from families receiving dependent children
aid, and those supported by public funds in fos-
ter homes and institutions. Foverty level is
defined by the.OrshansKy index, which estimates
the cost of food for an adequate diet, then mul-
tiplies by three, one-third being the proportion
of food costs in the average budget. '

The distribution effects of the Title I
funding formula were that counties with the most
eligible children were indeed receiviﬁg the most
money. There is a clause in the formula - that
bases fundihg partially on éverage costs of edu-
cating so that central cities and suburbs in the
Northeast were receiving the most dollars per
eligible child while rural Southern counties re-
ceibed fewest dollars per child. This adjust-
ment seems reasonable since educational costs do

'ﬁpiffer, and there is no cost‘ of 1living adjust-
ment built into the poverty definitions.

The redistribution effects of Title I can
be seen by the fact that when all school child-
ren are included (as opposed to those eligible)

" the central cities receive $u3 pér child, the
suburbs $20 per child, and the nonmetropolitan
areas $40 per child. In other words, the sub-
urbs receive less because‘tﬁey have fewer eli-
gible children. Similarly,'the Southeast region
is the most favored region of the country,
according to the study. As to race, although
most elibible children are vhite, only 15 per-
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cent of the white childrel are ffom low-income
families, compared to 42 perceat of black child-
ren and 28 percent of Spanish-surnamed children.
Overall, half the funds that would have gone to
suburbs on the basis of total school population
go to central cities and nonmetropolitan areas.

' Central cities also gain 10 percent more from

the cost component than they would by strict
child count. There is a limit put on the cost-
‘factor that stipulates that no state may receive
‘less than 80 percent or more than 120 ﬁercent of
the national average per pupil expenditures.
This cost limitation favors the South and pen-
alizes the Northeast. '
The other factor that influences the amount
of funding is the number of children in families
receiving state aid and the number in institu-
tions and foster homes. Most of these children
are in the five large industrial states. This
factor results in a transfer from nonmetropcli-
tan areas to cities. The South is'the big re-
gional 1loser and the Northeast the big gainer.

. Thus, different factors in the overall formula

hdve quite different effects.

Allocation to counties is only the first
step. The states must allocate funds to dis-
tricts within counties. Most states follow pro-
cedures dependent on the fgderal formula, How-
ever, five states allocate funds entirely on the
basis of dependent children. This results in

-377-
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shifting an extra 10 to 16 percent of the funds

to cities which contain high percentages of min-
orities. These allocations are based 6n data .
that are several years o}d. None of the allo-
cation procedures yiel&‘total;y consistént or
current information.

Within a school district,'funds must be ai-
CoN located to schools in‘which there are high con-
centrations of children from low-income famil-
ies. There are a number of ways by which dis-
tricts allocate funds to schools, and districts
are given gre;t latitude in which procedures
they may follow. Eligibility cah vary consider-
ably, depending on.which indicator of low income
is used at the school level. Districts can in-
crease the number of eligible students by using
different measures for'different schools. The
NIE researchers seem to disappréve of this in-
.. consistency, but I think it merely emphasizes
that measures on which any funding is based are
at best only partial indicators of what they
supposedly represent. Obviously, consistency
achieved by using only one measure of low income
will be purchased by excluding some children
identified by the other measures. In fact, I
" would encourage the use of multiple measures for’
» each school.

-

P

Once schools are identified, almost all of
them receive services. In half 4he districts
“the amount of funding is determined in propor-

LY
L}
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tion to the number of low achievers, not on the
basis ¢f low income. In many districts the bas-
is for allocation decisions is not clear. Edu-
cational "need" is cited by some. |
The idea of serving both children from low-
income families and low achievers is built into
the progfam itself. Funds awarded to a school
because it is in a low-incohe area may go to
helping low achievers in tha school who are not

_ from low-income families. ¢ Personally, I see no

reason for limiting the services to low achiev-
ers. It seems to me that a gifted youngster who
is from a low-income family deserves extra help,
too.  So certainly should " 1low achievers,
whatever their income level. It would make more
sense to target the funds to all children in
low~income schools; since all the childrén in
that school have a §isadvantage, whatever their
achievement. One could have separate programs
for low achievers. The current system penalizes
some poor children. There is no reason to be-
lieve’ that poverty has not stunted their 1life
chances, even though they score above some arbi-
trarily defined test level. '

- Various guggestions have been made for
changing the definitions of poverty. Most would
result in significant changes in allocation.
Cemsus surveys tend to underestimate poverty,
and more recent surveys have indicated that the
South has rglﬁtively less poverty and the North-

4
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3 £
east relatively more than before. The groups
studying this issue have reached no recommenda-

ftions. The measurement of poverty ‘itself (like
. all measurefment) presents complex problems.

»
-~

Title I funds are .supposed to.-supplement
rather than supplant local funding. In other
words local districts are not supposed to re-
place their spending with federal funds. By «g
domparing.speqding patterns in similar districts
with and without Title I funds, the investiga-

- tors estimated. that a T1t1e I dollar increases
local spendlng by 72 cents. This compares fav-
orably with 41 cents on the dollar for other
federal programs, 25-u40 /cents for revenue-shar-,
ing funds, and 13 cents _for state aid. in other ,
words, Title I funding 1is comparat{vely quite
effective in raising spending on education,
rathe® than merely providing tax relief.

Other NIE analysés assessed the redistrib-
utive effects, the degree to which Title I pro-
vided more money to low-income districts. Title
‘I was markedly more redistributive thafi other
state and federal programs. It allocated 5-1/2
times as much aid per pupil. to districts with
the highest poverty rates- (grouped by quarters)
than to those with-the lowest. The ratio for
other federal programs was 3-1/2, Title I may
be the most redistributive federal program.
title I funding has a correlation of -0.76 with
county per capita income, /By contrast, state
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aid programs were not very redistributive, show-
ing a ratio of only 1.2within-state. ., )
. R - ) |
On the other hanQ, Title I does not equal--
_// ize- expenditures. Low-spendxng districts are
not necesserlly the low-indbme districts. Equal-
ization programs provice more money to low-
spending districts. The cost factor in the Ti=
tle I fundlng formula gives gore money to high
" expendlture districts: Tiq}e I has a modest
equellz1ng ratio of 1.6 of aid per pupil of the
.lowest to the highest quarter. A strong equal-
izing formula would 1likely decrease the redis~
tribution effects. "A11 in all, Title I is
'stgpngiy redistributive in effect, eidins those
districtd not favored by state and local reven~'_
ues. In “terms of social justice, the Title 1I
programs are commendablg, and the NIE study is
.to be commended for investigating these issues.

. ¢ y
Allocation by gestiggs : v

- ‘ .
A particular stimulus for the NIE study

within Congress gﬁs that Representative Albért
Quie (R-Minn) was interested in ‘using . test
scores rather than eoverty indices to allocqte'
funds. Some people have argued that achievement
is the "ultimate aim" of compensatory educetien‘
and that test scores are a better basis for dis-
tribution. Others have argued that a fundahens ¢
tal .purpose is to channel funds to ‘the poor

o . - =381~
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réther than to low achievers.

NIE was instructed to investigate this is-
sue and carried out a series of substudies that
were ﬁarticularly well conceived. The investi-
gators reasoned that such a testing system
should be technically accurate and not suscepti-
~ble to manipulation. They recognized that any
setting of a min%pum skill level is arbitrary
and that there are no technical procedures for
translating standards into test items. Further-
more, the test cut-off levels have strong ef-
fects on the distribution. of funds.

The investigators concluded that tests
would have to be administered at 1least every 4
years since test scores fluctuate considérably.
To prevent various forms of cheating, the tests
would have to be administered b& trained proc-
tors under strictly monitored conditions. No
current testing system is adequate to distribute
funds among states, and few state testing pro-
grams are adequate to allocate among districts
withih states. The National Assessment of Edu-
cation Progress was designed to produce national
rather than state-~by-state estimates and does
not test in all states. , Current testing pro~
grams -are adequate to the task ofkaiiocating to
schools within.most districts.

Hence, allocating Title I funds by test
s Jores would require the establishment of a new
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testing orogram. Assuming that the testing was
) limited to. rgading, to 9-vear olds, and to 10
percent precision, a 3-year testing program
would cost $7 million for one set of results.
For each grade level added, costs would increase
by 20 percent and by 50 percent for each addi-
tional school subject. A tesgting program of 5
percent precision would cost $16.5 million, ac-
cording to the NIE study. (The sampling error
of the census data on which the poverty indices
are based is very small.,) To produce estingtes
for each school district in the country would
cost $53 million. I would not argue with those
figures other than to say they are conservative
estimates made several years ago before the huge
increase in travel costs. Half the total costs
are in the data collection and would be substan-
tially higher today. In any case, the mainten-
ance of such a testing program would be costly.
Assuming a cut-off at the fifteenth percen-
o tile, a figure which would yield the same number
of students as current Title I funding proce-
dures, NIE investigated the effects of switching
from current allocation procedures to test score
allocations. Twenty-three states would have in-
creases or decreases of eligible students in ex-
cess of 15 percent. Many of the changes would
be quite dramatic. Generally, nonmetropolitan
areas would loge, and central cities with high
black populations would gain. The higher the
cuf—off score, .the more the suburbs would gain.
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If the cut-off were raised above 15 percent, the
distribution of eligible children would resemble
the distribution of the general child popula-
tion. There would be no significant changes
from region to region.

Distribution of funds within states would
require uniform regulations for all states,
since state testing programs differ signifi-~
cantly, and it would necessitate major changes
in those state programs, according to the NIE -
study. My own judgment is that the rules and
regulations would be far more cumbersome and
directive than expected.

To determine what effect such an allocation
might have within school districts, 13 ‘school
districts were given dispensation to allocate
funds internally by test score. The overall ef-
fect was that they served more schools and stu-
dents than before but did so less intensively.
They concentrated less on poor children and on
minorities. The teach’ng time and_strategies
were the same. As the number of students served
by the programs increased, students were in-
cluded from higher income areas. On average,
there was-a 71 percent increase in the nunber of
students and only a 44 percent increase in the
number of teachers. Students spent le.s time in
special instruction. The average time loss for
each student was 14 percént; due t® a 13 percent
reduction in the staff/student ratio. The study
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of those demonstration districts lasted two
years. NIE investigators concluded that one
might reasonably expect the intensity of in-
struction to decrease still further since many
of the activities were supported with extra
funds not available over a longer period of
time.

Although NIE took no stand on using test
scores to allocate funds, I find their studies a
strong negative assessment of such a prospect.
To allocate so would require the establishment
of another large and expensive national testing
program. It would require uniform regulations
and substantial changes in current state testing
programs, plus a bureaucracy to enforce such
changes. Even then the data would be based on
only a thin slice  of achievement, perhaps one
subject at one grade level. Funds would be
shifted to students from higher income families
and away from the poor. The higher the cut-off
level moved -~ certainly a strong pressure --
tHe more the funds-would resemble general aid.

a Within school districts such an allocation
would also shift services to the wealthier stu-
deht and would result in less intensive services.
fot
remarkabiy few reasons for using test scores to

the poor. All things considered, there are

allocate funds. ‘Compensatory education would

cease to be a program for helping the poor.

There may be good reason to have programs for
- -385~-
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low achievers regardless of income, such as for
handicapped students, but there is no reason to
purchase these at the expense of the poor child-.
ren. '

For the most part, I think these studies
(policy studies rather than evaluations) examin-
ing the effects of a shift to test score alloca-
tion, are quite well done. They explore the
relevant issues in a clever way. Policy issues
are elusive since they anticipate future ef-
fects. These studies are conclusive, convinc-
ing, and succinct. Ordinariiy, when one does a
feasibility study for employing a new method,
the study is highly 1likely to favor the new
method.® That was not the case here. The in-
vestigators displayed an evenhandedness in deal-
ing with a critical and politically sensitive
issue.

Administrations

Another often neglected aspect of a program
being evaluated is its administration. The ad-
ministration of a program cannot only account
for its efficiency, but can affect its justice
and fairness. The cornerstone of justice, after
all, is consistency in application of prirciples
and-rules. One cannot have a just program where
regulations are wrongly or inconsistently ad-
ministered.
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The NIE study provided for a thorough ex-
amination of the Title I legal framework and its
administration. At the federal level there are
two types of requirement, those for funds allo-
cation and those for program development. NIE
contracted with the Lawyers' Committee for Civil
Rights Under Law to do a survey of the legal re-
quirements. The criteria for this assessment of
the legal framework were whether the regulations
were necessary to accomplish the program pur-
poses, whether the regulations were internally
consistent and consistent with the statutes,
whether they were clear and comprehensible, and
whether they were unduly restrictive of local
district flexibility -~ an excellent set of cri-
teria. ‘ . .

The funds allocation requirements included
seven rules, such as targeting of schools, eli-
gibility of students, and funds being used to
supplement instead of supplant. The investiga-
tors concluded. that funds allocation require~
ments were necessary because of strong pfessure
on states and local districts to use the funds
in other, noncategorical ways. I would agree
with this judgment. Without strong stipulations
the funds would almost certainly be used for
general aid rather than to help the poor.

The program development reqrirements were a
different matter. They included néeds assess-
ments, objectives, evaluation,. and parent in-

-387~

32



volvement. While these things may be desirable,
they are certainly not necessary to accomplish
the purposes of the program, according to the
" study. In fact, one may meet these prnogram de-
velopment requirements and still have a 1low
quality program. There is little eyidence that
any of the designated requirements will actually
result in a better program. I would judge that
some work against it. There is an unfortunate
tendency on the part of the government to speci-
fy not only that something be done, such as pro-
viding programs for poor children, Rut also to
fell people exactly how to do it. As often as
not, the advice.is misguided and ill-conceived,
. .

There is another difference too between the
funds allocation and program development re-
quirements. yith funds allocation there are
strong incentives on the part of the state and
local agencies to use the funds in other ways
than those intended. Hence, the restrictions
make some sense. However, there are no incen-
tives to deliver inferior quality programs. The
program development requirements are based on
the supposition that the federal government
knows something that the local agencies don't.
Although some of the requirements are good ones,
prescribing the contents of local programs-<is a
case of over-regulation.

~ As to con51stency apd clarity, the NIE in-.
vestigators found the regulatlons generally con-
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sistent, although the role of the parent advi-
sory councils and that of the local and state
governments in monitoring "could be made more
specific. On the other hand, the operational
standards were judged not to be clear. Clarity
was defxned operationally as a Title I adminis-
tvator's being able to comprehend the full range
of acceptable practices from the regulations.
State administrators had to invest an inordinate .
amount of time to understand, especially regard-
ing the requirements of needs assessment, evalu~-
ation, and parent involvement. )

This iack of clarity resulted in ovefiy'rﬁ-
strictive interpretations by the states. Be-
cause of fear of violating the requirements,
scme states wrongly concluded that they had to
have pull-out procedures or that they could not

- approve the hiring of nurses, for example. The
'1ack of clarity in regulations actually led to

less flexibility for local districts and to pro-
mulgation of inferior programs, a point to be
made 1ater about pull-out procedures.

At the federal level itself, the investiga-
tors ‘found that monitoring and enforcement regu-
lations of the supplement . requirement were
neither clear nor consistent. ' Two different
groups inside the Office of Education charged
with the monitoring of the supplanting regula-
t+ions were in conflict over the proper criteria
for supplanting violations. As a consequence,
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" the monitoring of this important regulation had
ceased. States did not know whether or not they
were in vioIafiong_ One can see that this kind
of information #s valuable for an evaluation to
uncover because something can be done about it
immediately.

Overall, the federal mﬁnagement of Title I
absorbed %5 million and employed 100 péople. The
‘states spent $20 million for management and the
14,000 local districts, $120 million. The state
agencies received one percent of the state funds
for administration, and the 1local districts
spent about four percent of their funds for man-
agement. These are not bad figures for such a
large program. State staffs averaged 18 full-
time people, " although this varied considerably
form 3 to'lﬁl persons. - Generally, the states
with poor management performance, as judged by
such things as audit exceptions, had small
 staffs. The successful state managements spent
much time with fhe staff of local programs.

NIE was also dinstructed to investigate the
state compensatory education programs other than
Title I to see if there -were other models of
good practice the federal government might
adopt. This investigation seemed rather cursory
to me. Fourteen ,state compensatory programs
provided a sum of money equivalent to 20 percent
of the Title I funds, but 68 percent of this was
in New York and California. According to the
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. study, the services provided by these state pro-
" grams were very similar to those of Title I.
Even the administration of tﬁese.programS' was
conducted from Title I offices. In the opinions
of the state directors of these programs, Title
I was essential tc the success of the state pro-
grams. Few. states would have established their
own programs without the federal example, and
few state agencies could resist pressures to
discontinue. Ironically,‘sqpe of the strongest
fiscal pressures on the compensatory programs
(which ruled out increased funding) were federal
incentives and requirements for hdhdicapped-
children. -

Some effort, though not a lot, was put into
studying the administration of local programs.
At the district level, planning was done 'in a
few meefings in the spring. Few teachers or
principals attended these meetings, and teachers
did not feel constrained by plans developed
there. Presumably, these activities were to
meet the program development requirements. Plans
did not relate to the classroom level. Appar-
ently the real decisions were made at the school

. level meetings, which involved the participating
principals and about 30 percent of the teachers. .
In these meetings instructional techniques were
discussed. But jnformation on this process is
sparse and fragmentary.

-_

The elevations required of the programs -
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were not disseminated below the district level,
and when they were, teachers felt the standard-
ized test scores provided little information of
relevance to the classroom. Fully 95 percent of
the evaluations relied on :such tests, aﬁd, in
fact, the use of such tests is now mandated by
the Office of Education.. Evaluation of compen-
satory programs continues to be frequently dys-
functional. It is unfortunate that useful
evaluations cannot be done. Again, the regula-
tions specify not only that an evaluation be
done, but how it should be done, usually counter
to professional advice. -

Another program development requirement and
problem area was the Parent Advisory Council,
The regulations provided that the majority of
the members must be parents of participating
children and be selected by parents from that
area. The .idea was to give poor parents some
say in the education of their children. This
was easier said than done. Most councils met
less than once a month, and they were purely ad-
visory 90 percent of the time. In half of thenm,
the principals dominated the choices to be made,
according to the study. In épite of this, 71
percent of the members reported being satisfied
with ‘' their role. Some did perceive some un-
fairness. Again, the NIE account is thin.

Overall, the evaluation of the management
of the compensatory program is quite strong,

Py
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well-considered, and unusual in its focus, es-
pecially the part dealing with federal regula-"
tions. This should be an important component of
similar evaluations. By addressing the concerns
of those who must live oy these regulations, it
substantially increased the utility and justice
of the study. The major weakness was a lack of
similar thoroughness at the state and local lev-
els.

Compensatory Education Services

The NIE study was actually a series of sep~-
arate studies, more than 35 altogether, which
"were organized and published in 7 separate vol-
umes. Each substudy addressed a separate set of
questions. The logic of this design is another
reason for the success of the overall study. An
alternative way of proceeding might have been to
design 'a massive experiment, the results of
which would have left unanswered most key ques-
tions. In other words, a whole set of relevant
quest1ons was explored by the NIE study, thus
sustaining and eliminating various hypotheses
about compensatory programs. Social issues can
rarely be resolved by a single massive experi-
ment. There are too many separate issues t
address by a single approach. ’

The first volume of the NIE study focused
on a description of the compensatory programs,
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especially Title I. This was necessary beeause

no current informatiqgﬁrepreseﬂtative of the na-,
tion exxsted on the selection of students, the
educational services, or the costs. The multi-
tiered reporting system in which local districts
reported to the states and the sf{ates reported
to the federél government had resulted-in out~
dated and- generally unreliable and noncomparable
data. The *'NIE survey was based on a nationally
representative sample of 100 school districts.
Since unreliability was a feature of past stud-
ies, interviews uere conducted not only with the
district directors of the programs,. but also
with princip&ls, teaché%s, and parents within
each district. Interviews ranged from 30 min-
utes to two and a half hours. Previous studies

."had relied on self-report, mailed question-

naires, usually to district administrators.
' U -

The advisability of'Buch'gxpendiven'iabori-

ous, face-to-face interviewing may be illustrat-

.ed:by the following anecdote. Between 1967 and
1971, I directed a largeescale evaluation of the

Illinois Gifted Program, a categorical program

that was funded similarly to Title I. In the .

initial data collection, questionnaired were

" mailed to all 1,100 Illinois school districts; a

respectable return was received. The question-
naire asked for detailed - descriptions of. pro-
grams for the gifted supported by state funds.

We analyzed and sent the results to the. State

Department of Education and the State Legisla-
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ture - we were obliged to provide a réport the
first year. -

In the third year of the evaiuation,,we
examined the financial claims of the school dis-
tricts and found that 340 districts’ were re-
ceiving stfate funds. From these we 'selected a
10 percent random sample stratified by type and
size of school district, and sent teams of peo-‘
ple tPained with special interview schedules,
observation protocols, and psychometric instru-
ménts’ into each district. GCenerally, there was
little resemblance between the original queé-
tionnaire description of the local program and
what our data-collection teams found:

A few administrators admitted forthrightly
that their gifted program was a fabrication
which existed only on paper. In other _cases,'
the respondents had answered sincerely, but in
fact had little idea of what their programs con-
sisted. Only when we interviewed the teachers
did we discover what was happening. In even
more cases, people were misled by our question-
naire. For example, when they marked "individ-
ualized instruction"™ as a type of program, they
often meant something quite different from what
we -had supposed by the label. We fooled- our-
selves by our terminology. - All of this misin~
formation was discovered only when interviewing
several people and observing the classes within
the districts. '

-
-
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Reliable information is often bought only
at high cost. In_mopst cases mailed question-
naires are inadequate as information sources.
The chances for intentional and unintentional
misinfdrming are too great. Fortunately, in-
depth data collection was what the NIE survey
undertook, which makes this part of the study
seem accurate and credible. They also conducted
case studies in 18 of the districts (as did we)
to determine how district auxiliary services

" were provided. The only fault I can find.with

this part of, the study is that they apparently
did not visit classes.

Although federal money was awarded to
school districts on the basis of income level of
the children's parents, children became eligible
for Title I services at the school level by be-
ing identified as having an educational need.
They were chosen by low test scores and teacher
judgment. Of those eligible, 66 percent re-

ceived special educational services. ,

¢
/

The provision of special services was di-
rectly proportional to the amount of spegial
funding available to the district. The more
money available, the more students served. There
was no significant variation in student pq%tic;-
pation rates in districts of different.fsizes,
different regions, or different socio-économic
characteristics. Children.in hon~publiﬁ schools
received fewer,6 services. Of the: students
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served, 59 percent were white (compared to 75
percent total enrollment), 34 percent were black
(compared to 19 percent of total enrollment),
and 10 percent were Spanish-surnamed (compared
to §5 percent of total enrollment). Contrary to
popular conception, Title I is not solely, ex-
clusively, or even primarily for ethnic minori-
ties. It is for the poor.

Services Rendered6

What kinds of services were being offered
to children identified as’ needyQ' Describing
educational programs is difficult because there
are so many factors that may be significant and
contribute to or detract from program quality.
An experienced educator ordinarily has little
difficulty recognizing a good or a poor class,
but measuring characteristics that are indica-
tive of high quality by standard measurement
procedures is a prublem.

The difficwlty is that one might expect a
small-size class to be a better one, all other
thingé being equal. But other things are not
usually equal, so a small class with a bad
teacher will result in poor quality education.
There are so many relevant factors, and they
interact so strongly with one another that some
researchers have despaired of being able to pre-
.dict precisely the pattern of factors that will
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‘result in quality education (Cronbach, 1975).

One strategy is to forego description of the
program and simply measurée~sh€ outcomes. But
the outcome measures themselves, such as stan-
dardized achievement tests, are often oblique or
even invalid measures of educational quality.
This has been the past path to failure.

What the NIE evaluators did was to identify
program characteristics that educational re-
search has suggested are associated with high
quality. This is not what I would have done,
but it is not a bad,strétegy and is certainly
preferable to attempting to rely exclusively on
outcome measures. Alternatives might have been:
to conduct in-depth case studies or to assemble
a larger ‘number of descriptive and evaluative
observations, both of which would provide a
denser, thicker description of the programs.
(See House, Steele, and Kerins, 1971). The NIE
strategy was a good one, however.

The factors selected for the study were
time spent on instruction, class size, teacher
qualifications, and the extent of individuali~-
zation. The NIE survey revealed that three-
quarters of the Title I funding went directly to
instructional programs. Ninety-five percent of
the school districts offered remedial reading or
language arts programs. Half had only remedial
reading or language arts, while 44 percent had a
math program. Almost all were elementary school
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programs.

The average Title I student received 3

hours and Uu47 minutes of special instructiaon a
- week - if the program was reading, 4 hours a week
if language arts, and 3 hours a week if math,
From 1/4 to 1/5 of the students' time was spent
in compensatory instruction. Title I programs
were deliberately supplemental and in addition
: to regular instruction. The average class size
was 9 in remedial reading and 12 in 1language
arts and math, compared to 27 in regular class-

es. .

As to individualization of instruction, as
defiped by the NIE survey, 38 percent of the
teachers reported using instructional objec-
tives, 77 percent said they used tests, and 70
percent reported teaching to smzll groups or in-
dividuals. Individualization, one might add,
could have been defined in several different
ways.

Teachers were selected primarily because of
academic training or experience in compensatory
education. The average total teaching experi-
ence of compensatory teachers was similar to the
national average. The most highly valued train-
ing, as reported by district personnel, was in
measurement and evaluation, new techniques, new
materials, and characteristics of the disadvan-
taged. Two-thirds of the teachers had received
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special training, the average being 25 hours.
Most_districts provided some in-service training
for teachers, usually consisting of consultants,

staff meetings, and workshops. Only a small’

portion of the Title I budget (0.5 percent) was
spent on in-service training, the average dis-
trict expenditure being $600.

Most compensatory services were offered as
"pull-out"” programs, ‘that is, students were re-
moved from the regular classes and put into
special ones for their compensatory 1nstruct10n.
Aboyt 25 percent of the students were in spec1al
classes for the entire day, a feature more prev-
alent in districts with many eligible students.
The school districts' Title I applications for
funds had 1low utility for predicting district
practices. Most of the instructional expenses
consisted of teacher salaries, and the number of
teachers seemed to determine the number of stu-
dents served and the total time spent in read-
ing.

In reading programs relatively more teacher
aides were employed; in language arts programs,
there were more teachers with bachelors degrees,
and more with masters in reading and math. Pull-
out programs used more aides and teachers with
masters degrees. In programs with more instruc-
tional time, there were more aides and less
well-educated and less well-paid personnel.
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In 12 school districts, case studies were

conducted of the programs, but this information

was confounded by the fact that these were the
"demonstration" districts which were trying out
different funds allocation procedures. They
were not typical districts. A closer examina-
tion of their programs revealed that the Title I
students spent 136 minutes a week in language
arts compared to 122 minutes for regular stu-
dents. There was a great deal of variation from
district to district, however. In these dis-
tricts Title I students spent the same percent
of time receiving instruction as individuals (15
vs. 13 percent for ragular students), more time
in small groups (24 vs. 9 percent), the same
time in medium groups (32 vs. 32 percent), and
less time 'in large groups (29 vs. 46 percent).
Small groups were defined as 2-5 students,
medium as 6-20 students, and largé groups 7.8
more than 20 students. Clearly, it was in the
small group instruction that the Title I
students had the advantage. -

Only 4.6 percent of the total budget was
spent on auxiliary services in 1975-76. The
federal emphasis on basic skills had resulted in
yearly declines. About 1/3 of this amount was
spent on parent involvement, another 1/3 on
guidance and social work, and the other 1/3 on
health, food, and transportation. Health serv-
ices consisted of nurses, screening, immuniza-
tion, referrals, and physical exams. Health and
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food costs together accounted for only one per-

cent of the bddgets. The Office of Education
had emphasized that Title I be an educational
rather than a welfare program.

The nature of auxiliary services was de-
termined by OE emphasis away from health and.
welfare, by federal emphasis on parent-advisory
committees, and by the type of evaluations that
were conducted. The OE guidelines demanded
quantitative measures of educational outéones,
and school districts did not know how to assess
health and other auxiliary services using these
measures. Opinions of parents and others ‘were
considered too subjective. Consequently, dis-
triéts dropped these services in favor of serv-
ices they could measure with achievement tests,
according to the NIE study. This is a case of
programs being changed to serve the evaluation
rather than vice versa, and I would condemn ttis
effect of evaluation more strongly than do the
NIE researchers. ‘ |

How good were these compensatory programs?
The NIE survey provides some criteria by which
the programs can be judged -- if one 'is aware of
other educational research on class size and so
on. First, most money goes into salaries for
instructional persnnnel. More money provides
more instruction for more students. In this
sense, 'the benefits are directly proportional to
the money spent.
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The classes themselves are small, averaging
9 students in reading and 12 in language arts
and math. From Glass and Smith's “(1979) meta-
analysis of the effects of class size on
achievement, one could expect a standardized
differential achievement of .256, equivalent to
about 10 percentile points, quite a significant
gain. That assumes, however, that all the stu-
dents' time was spent in classes of such size.
Actually, only one-quarter was So spent. For
classes of 12 students, one would expect a gain
of about 5 percentilé points. Also the expected
gain would be slightly lower than this for ele-
mentary students, which most Title I programs
service, and slightly higher for secondary stu-
dents. Other things being equal, tutorials of
one person compared to classes of 40 students
could make a difference of 30 percentile-points,
a difference substantially greater than that
demonstrated for any other instructional tech-
nique.

“The fact that students in compensatory pro-
grams are spending more time in reading, lan-
guage arts, and math than are students in regu-
lar instruction is also indicative of a high
quality program since more time on task is as-
sociated with increased achievement (Rosenshine,
1978). Unfortunately, the NIE data are not suf-
ficiently detailed to permit more specific esti-
mates of gain.
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Two other factors -- individualization and
bull-out procedures =-- are more problematic.

. Individualization is variously defined, and the
research on its effects is mixed. The next sec~-
tion of the review will demonstrate this weak-
ness. Pull-out procedures in which the children
are physically removed f£fom the classroom forfl -
special ;instruction probably.hgve some harmful
effects, to be discussed in(@%féil later.

/

-« ’.“X

The information on teachérslgrovided by the
NIE survey I find useless as far as judging the
quality of ‘the progkams. What teachers are

. called makes 1littke difference in quality. If
an evaluation does not arrive at a defensible
judgment of worth, it should at least strive to
provide information that the reader can use to
make such judgments. That teachers are selected
on the basis of training and previous experience
is good, but fhe training appears to be slight
on average. One wonders whether the teachers
are really prepared. Also very little was spent
on in-service training. One would think that
there would be far more attention to improving
teacher skills in such an important and huge
program. An average annual district expenditure
of $600 leaves much to be desired.
' ;

Finally, the federal de-emphasis on. auxil-
iary services is acceptable if children are
provided medical services, referrals, etc., from
other sources. Correction for near-éightedness
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. Student Development

is 1likely to result in far mor educational
"achievement than most things one can think of.

Especially since medical services are so expen-
sive, one wonders whether the children are ré-

. ceiving basic physical care. The Title I pur-

poses include concern about comprehensive de-
velopment of the child. The evaluation should
have investigated why the Office of Education
has de-emphasized auxiliary services and whether

" the children were being taken care of elsewhere.

This is one of the serious deficiencies of the
study.

To be fullyv assured that the compensatory
programs are of high quality, one would have to
investigate the classrooms in more depth. This
was only one aspect of the study, and one cannot
do everything. Yet, one longs for a deeper un-
derstanding of the coﬁpensatory classrooms, the
"complete understanding"” aspired to by the eval-~
uators themselves. Nonetheless, I believe the
NIE evaluators had their priorities essentially
correct as to where to put their resources.

N 4

7

The third fundamental purpose of compensa-
tory educatioh, according to NIE, was to con-
tribute to the cognitive, emotional, social, or
physical development of the participating stu-
dents. The NIE substudies which addressed this
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v
purpose were more typical of the way such evalu-
ations afe usually done, and less satisfactory
than the rest of the NIE study. The éqaluatcrs
rejected the notion of a grand national summary
evaluation of Title I because gthe past evalua-
tions had been failures. These failures had
occurred, they said, because of the diverse na-
ture of the prog;ams,.the masking effects of a

.grand summary measure, and the limitations of

measurement instruments. Instructional programs
are not unique, nonoverlapping treacments. This
was good thinking on their part.

Instead, they chose a sample of districts
to investigate. The sample was selected to pro-
vide a broad array of instructional variables

~ that could be related to achievement gains.

Generally, 'studies that have attempted to relate
quantified instrictional variables to achieve-

* ment. gains have not fared well. The main vari-

ables here were instructional time and content,

.amount of individualized instruction, and the

difference between instruction in regular class~
es and pull-out classes -- classes in which Ti-
tle I students are withdrawn from the regular

L3

classroom for ingtruction.

The Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills was-
administered to students in 400 classrooms in 14
different districts in ‘the fall, spring, and
following fall. The sample pd#tht chosen to be
representative of Title I classes as a whole, so
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the results cannot be generalized to all Title I

. classes. The investigators did claim consider-

able diversity of programs in the sample.

From fall to spring, a period of seven
months, .students in the first grade gained 12
grade equivalent months in reading and 11 months
in math. Third graders gained 8 months in read-
ing and 12 months in math. The average pupil in
the norm group gained 7 months ip the same time.s
These gains Wwere, quiie high compared toupther
evaluation studies of compensatory education. A
follow-up study in the fall found the students
holding these gains on average, a finding again
cdhtrary to expectations.

. One must wonder about the sample of stu-
dents and the test. On the pretest the first
graders averaged at the 22nd percentile in both
reading and math, and the third graders averaged
‘at the 13th percentile in reading and the 5th
percentile in math -- two quite different groups
of students. Besides having no experimental
controls, the same tests were administered to
the students on three occasions, providing op-

‘ portunity to learn the test;igpms.. The results

are strikingly positdve but not convincing as to
the effects of Title I programs.. - s

.~

. ke !
Glass and Smith (1977) questioned these re-
sults. The pretest raw score mean for first-

grade reading was 2.38, close to the chance raw .
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score of 24.8, The first-grade math raw score
mean was 15.6, about three points below the ex-*
pScted mean of 18.7.if students guessed random-
ly. This raises the specter that Level B of the. .
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills was too dif-
ficult.to use as a pretest for the first grad-'
ers, and.that the achievement gains were spuri-
ously high. This could account for the unusual-
ly positive results. Tb%s . suspicion is
strengthened by the 1low pretest and post-test
correlations on the same test for first grade
(r = .50 in reading and .39 in math compared to
.86 and .78 in third grade).

As in most such studies, the focus of meas-
urement was narrow -- only reading and math at a
few grade levels. The evaluators felt that
there was inadequate instrumentation to assess
the other areas of student development. In this

" they were probably correct, but nonetheless
judgments gbout the program were made on this
narrow basis. Interviews with students, par-
ents, and teachers would have been valuable in
éssessing development. The researchers report

! in a footnote that student attitudes were high
in the fall and the spring but give no further
information about this aspect of the study.

. How these instructional variables related
to gains in test scores was also ambiguous. The
first graders gained more in the regular class~
rooms, in both readiﬁg and math, but fhe third
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_gﬁﬁders in the pull-out classes d1d bettér in
math and the same in reading. ~ Was this because
the studentb were different or because of spuri-
;ous mdasurement? One thing is clear: student
gains were large when the instruction emphaslzed‘
{the-'skills measured by the test. It was possi-
ble’td measure the overlap with the curricula by
“analyzing the test items and the video tapes of
classes, instructional materlals, and interviews
‘with teachers. This was an important precaution
that is seldom taken, &ana one of the best fea-
tures of the study.
‘ Classroom processes were measured by indi-
cators of opportunlty to learn, individualiza-
tion, "jnstructional events," motivators, and
‘ teacher background. Taken as a whole, these
classroom processes accounted for a significant
amount (.14 to .27) of the variance in achieve-
ment gains in first and third grades. In this
. analysis the evaluators quite properly used the
classroom rather than the: iMBividual student as
the unit of analysis. These figures and others
l are taken from a later and more detailed com-
mentary than that provided in the ‘original re-
port (Cooley and Leinhardt, 1980).

when the five classroom process indices .
were taken separately and in combination, only a
few accounted. for modest proportions of the
achievement gain. "Opportunity"” accounted for
.22 of the variance in first grade reading, .09
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in math, .09 in third grade reading, and .13 in
third grade math. Most contributions were in,
the range of .01 to .04 of the variance in test
gain. _ : ‘

When one looks more closely at the "oppor-
tunity to learn" index, it is dominated by the
overlap measure between the test and curriculum,
This is a combination of two scores, one an es~
timate by teachers of whether they had taught
the test items and the other hased on an analy-
sis of the curriculum by experts. Zero-order
correlations of this variable with the test gain
were .40, .25, .29, and .38 (in reading and math
at first and third grade). Clearly, test over-
lap accounted for a substantial portion of the
"opportunity" index. { Furthermore, when one ex-
amines all the other single variables, the
highest correlations were with "time opportun-
ity," "student mastery," and "matching" in vari-
ables. The latter two measure test-+aking prac-
tice in the curriculum.

The investigators concluded that what is
taught is more important (in affecting test
scores) than how it is taught. Children will do
m> *h better on tests if they are exposed to both
the form and content of the test itself. The
researchers recommended an intensive examination
of +he match between the content of~ curricula
and tests. Future evaluation,*’ they suggested,
should contain a measure of curriculum fiv to
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the test.

I agree with this recommendation but would
turn their suggestion around. The most parsimo-
nious. explanation of these results is not that
the curricula are in error somehow, but that the
tests are. They are far too narrow in scope.
If one insists on evaluating curricula with
narrowly focused tests, the results will largely
reflect the degree to which the curriculum
teaches these particular test items. One can
indeed develop a curriculum to teach those test
items and do better on the tests, but such edu-
cation would be strange indeed, and perhaps
worthless. It is an inverted logic which in-
sists that schools teach what standardized tests
measure. One can envision an entire society
giQing itself tests and succeeding on them as it
becomes progressively removed from reality and

experience.

The main finding of the study, as seen by
the investigators, was that classes with indi-
vidudlized instruction (as defined in the study)
were o better than those without. The investi-
gators expressed the opinion that there was a
low dejree of individualization in most classes,
in theix opinion. Apparently, the Congress was
consideting mandating such techniques in 1974
and was deterred by the lack of positive evi-
dence about individualization here and else-
where. This is another mandate that we are far
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better off without, and the study was certainly
valuable if it helped prevent such an action.

‘ Overall, in spite of some interesting ideas
about how to measure and analyze instructional
vdriables in a way closer to classroom experi-

ence, the study did not provide a very full or
convinecing picture of student development in

compensatory classes. Gains in the classroom
seemed to be related to certain activities, but
one can't say much more. The study becomes one
more equivocal essay of its type. It is more
suggestive than persuasive. The results are not
satisfying.

Because of the flaws, limitations, and mix-
ed results, the NIE study is also inconclusive
about pull-out programs. This is an important
issue for compensatory programs because the ma-
jority of Title I students received instruction
in pull-out classes. Fortunately, the Office of
Education commissioned a policy study by Glass
and Smith (1977) on the issue, which proved to
be more persuasive. Although this study is not
part of the NIE.study, the issue is so important
for Title I that I mention it here.

To address the issue, Glass and Smith con-
ducted an analysis and meta-analysis of research
studies from related areas such as ability
grouping, mainstreaming, and desegregation. Com-
bining these studies, they found that labeling

-4)2-

37



3

students as "slow" or "weak" reduced their aca-
demic performance by one-quarter standard devia-
tion below that for comparable pupils not so la-
eled. Teacher attention and support for the pu-
pils was reduced by one-third standard deviation
and teacher judgment of student success by a
half standard deviation. From their analysis
"the pull-out procedure per gg.haé_no clear aca-
demic or social benefits and may, in fact, be
detrimental to pupils' progress and adjustment
to school." (Glass and Smith, 1977, p. 7). This
study is more persuasive because it relies on
the combination of many strands of research
rather than attempting to base its conclusions
on one study with all its idiosyncracies and
weaknesses. Also, in this case the findings
from various areas are consistent in indicating
that the pull-out procedure might be detrimen-
tal. The dependent measures are all cognitive,
however.

Glass and Smith took the position that I
advocated earlier: all pupils in poor schools
deserve compensatory services. Any child in a
school with a high concentration of poor pupils
is put at an educational disadvantage. By aim-
ing funds at schools with large concentrations
of poor children, the beneficial effects of
categorical aid could be -retained and the in-
vidious effects of pull-out procedures avoided.
Only a matter of administrative convenience in
monitoring has led to the pull-out practice. In
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fact, the management of the program would be
better if the unit were the school.

This is an acute case of officials being so
concerned that someone ineligible might benefit
that those who rightfully should benefit are de-
prived, a case of monitoring working against the
intent of the program. While the zealousness of
concern for the poor is laudatory, one must be
careful when pursuing such policies that they
are nct counter-productive. Professional judg-
ment, research, and common sense argue against
the pull-out procedure.

~In this particular case, the OE study suc~
ceeded where the NIE sthdy did not. However,
the overall effects of these compensatory pro-
grams on student development remain unassessed.
Educational measurement continues to be inade-
quate to the task of assessing braod student de-
velopment, there are no magic solutions; evalua-
tors should be more honest about what they can-
not do.

Summary

From reviewing the NIE compensatory educa-
tion study, I have two strong impressions. One
is that the compensatory programs, especially
Title I, are very good programs.8 The second
impression is that it is possible to evaluate
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such programs intelligently, usefully, and val-
jdly. That these enterprises were the respon-
sibility of the federal govermment. is striking,
for the federal performance on these matters has
not been good over the past several years.

My impression of Title I is that it is a
categorical program that has worked. The pur-
pose was to help the children in low income

districts, and they are being helped. Funds go

to the regions, districts, cities, and schools
with lowest incomes. Compared to other federal
and state programs, it is perhaps the most re-
distributive of all, an impressive accomplish~-
ment.

0f course, it will not eradicate poverty.
The resources are too meager for that, and prob-
ably poverty stems from quite different sources
than the schools. Eradicating poverty is too
much to expect. The funds are enough to make a
discernible difference in the education of the
children in poor areas, however. Other methods

of allocation would be less equitable and fur-

+her removed from the purposes of the program,
as well as less accurate ahd less efficient.

I am persuaded by the NIE study that most
of the funds allocation requirements are necess-
sary and not overly restrictive. The program
development requirements, on the dther hand,
edge toward over-regulation and the mandating of
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practices for which there is little supporting
evidence, sciéntific or professional. This
seems to me to be an.all too typical misguided
foray' into prescribing practices that experi-
enced people on the scene would not endorse.

Unfortunately, many government planners
cannot seem to tell the difference between re-
quirements that are necessary because local in-
centives work against them, as with funds allo-
cation, and requirements that are detrimental to

.sound educational practice, which is determined
by experience as in any craft. The worst ex-
ample is the mandating of particular types of
evaluations that are contrary to the expertise
of the evaluation community.

I am persuaded that the management of the
compensatory program at all levels is reasonably
efficient and effective, although I suspect that
much of the time of state and local administra-
tors 15 spent meeting requirements that have
little to do with classes for children. 1 sus-
pect that the real job is done by extra person-
ngl at the school and classroom level who do
what they can. Most of the funding supports
these extra persdnnel.

.. .Theé monitoring of these prograng appears

confused and conflicted because of the impasse
on criteria for monitoring inside the Office of
Education. This situation might have been par-
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tially resolved, and the monitoring made easier,
by making entire schools eligible %d low income
areas. Such a policy might have countered the

- apparently deleterious effects of the pull-out

procedures, which were instituted for. fear of
violating unclear and ambiguous federal guide-

lines. Overall, ‘the programs appear to be of
high quality, primarily because of the employ-

ment of more personnel. They focus on the bas-

ics in reading and math. Exactly what they con~

sist of is not clear, though one might question

the effectiveness of pull-out procedures and in-

dividualized instruction. -

. ~
I am not persuaded as to how students are

develop%ng in and as a result of these programs.

Although the test score gains were very impres-

sive over a one-yéhrtperiod in the sample class-

rooms, there are a number of problems witn the

study of student development. In addition, even

if the gains were real and indicative of oyerall

quality, the aspects of development investigated
were narrowly construed.- Both the exact nature
of the compensatory classrooms and the specific

development of children in these classes remain

hazy. |

For better or for worpse, I have gathered

"these impressions primarily from the NIE study.

I have had 1little first-had experience with
these programs or classes. The persuasiveness
of the NIE study is partially dependent on its
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validity. It is well-conceived as a series of
éubstudi?s addressing a large number of issues.
o ¢
"In its intensive investigation by inter- _

view, observation, and inspection, it seems to

be accurate. Loose ends are pursued, alterna-~

tive hypotheses examined. In other words, the

study is 'generally conceptualiy well~reastned.

The possible exception here is the work on stu-
~ dent development, which leaves a number of ques-

tions unanswereld. There are too many flaws for .

these conclusions to be persuasive. k

The NIE study as a whole is also credible.
Its enthusiastic reception by Congress is one
‘indicatgf of its relevance and credibil%ty to
its major apdience. It was done " by an agency
external o the program and by d%fferent re-
searchers and groups, many of them well known.
The results are also internally consistent. The
final report could have been more coherent by
drawing the many disparate strands together.

Finally, the evaluation was just and fair
and democratic. A just evaluation should attend
to the interests of all groups, particularly to
those who are most affected by the programs Dbe-
ing examined. In this case in particular the
study should attend to the interests of the poor
and disadvantaged. The NIE study accomplished
this by examining in great detail how the re-
sources and services were distributed. Justice
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is concerned with distribution, with;;Lgets
what. Through examination of the program admin-
istration, the investigators also determined how
recipients and pérmicipants were treated. Con-
sistency and the quality of these relationships
‘were _important concerns. Of course, in hind-
sight, all of these things could have Been im-
proved, but in my opinion they were remarkably
well handled in this study.

) J
- .

¢

I begieve the foregoing fundamental consid-
erations -- the truth, credibility, and correct-
ness of the study =-- gccount for its validity.
validity in turn means that the evaluation is
acceptable and that the audience, Congress in
this case, can act upon it. Of course, Congress
may not a¢t upon it. There may be reasons, le-
gitimate or otherwise, that rrevent Congress
from acting.

Because an evaluation is valid and accept-
able coes not mean that it is accepted. Perhaps
key Congressional leaders know that another fund
allocation scheme would benefit their own
districts more than the scheme favored in the
study. The self-interest of +their district
might override their concern for the poor. Or
perhaps some important factor changes while the
study is in progress -- the funds disappear. Or
perhaps the study is lost someplace in the vag-
aries of the legislative process. For various
reason: the study may te wvalid and acceptable
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but not used. _ /

If the study is used, however, there is
normally a presumption of its validity. Cer-
tainly the Congress does not examine the implic-~
it validity claims as I have done. Rather, as
expressed'earlier, its concern is not with tech-
nicalities. but with whether the information can
withstand a professional critique and give it
some guidance as to what to do. The Congress
presumes validity.

It might also be in highly politicized sit-
uations that people cynically use only that in-
frrmation which will benefit their cause. Even
in this circumstance, however, the information
is only effective if +the people on whom it is
used belic¢ se ‘that it is valid. It is not enough
that an evaluation be used; it must be valid.
And ordinarily it will not be used unless it 1is
at least presumed, rightly or wrongly, to be
valid.

In this case there was no problem. The NIE
study was valid, according to standards I have
e:xunciated, and it was use:&};by the Congress to
very good effect. 1In this case it served the
Congress well and was a good evaluation from
both a Congressional and a professional evalua~-
tor's point of view. |
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FOOTNOTES
)

<3
-

1. Hill pays special tribute to the help
of David Wiley and Jim Vanecko in the conduct of
the study. '

_ 2. Unless othérwise noted, all facts and
figures about Title I are taken from the NIE
study, .which was published in seven separate
" volumes. These figures are from Volume 2.

3. The information 1in this section is
,primarily from Volumes 3 and 4.

4. Congress did eventually reject the
notion of allocation by test score. One factor,
according to Hill, was that the study did not,
permit the estimation of allocations for indi-
vidual Congressional districts. Not knowing
what their districts would receive under a new
- allocation scheme, Congressmen retained the old

. {

5. The information in this section is

allocation procedure.

from Volume 5.

¥

. 6. The infbrmation in this section is
“primarily from Volume I.

7. The informatiqn in this section is
primarily from Volumes 6 and 7.

, -
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8. The Title I programs have undergone
substantial changes since these studies.were be-
gun in 1974, partly as a result of these stud-
ies. I dn not well informed enough about the

current program to suggest exactly what these
changes have been.
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Evaluating Compensatory Education

/

Torsten Husén, University of Stockholm

Particulars About the Point of Departure

I have in my office four big files of news- /

peper clippings from the Niw York Times, the San

. Francisco Chronicle, and the Palo Alto Times on

educational issues at the national, state, and
local level collected dPring the academic year
1965-66 which I spent at the Stanford Center for
Agvanced Study in the Behavioral Sciences. I
tried to. take advantage of my year at this
"think-tank" to deepen my knowledge of American
. education, a process that had started more than
ten years earlier when/ I wvisited half a dozen
universities and later| spent some time as a vis-
iting professcr at the GSraduate School of Educa-
tion at the University of Chicago. One of my
thick files contains clippings from 1965-66 on
Head Start, urban educbtion, segregation, van-
dalism, education of tﬂe minorities, etc., in
short, social-pedagogical problems. The arti-
cles emanate from the ﬁgydays of the new legis-
lation of the Johnson adhinistration on , compen-
satory education passed\ under the auspices of
the Great Society. \

I did not envisage, wﬁen this material was
collected, that it would pr§ve useful in provid-
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ing a time perspective for the review of U.S.
federal policies for the education of the dis-
advantaged launched by the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) in
Paris as one of the so-called country reviews on
educational policies that OECD sponsors in co-
operation with the government whose policies are
under scrutiny. Nor did I envisage that I
should be serving as the rapporteur of the re-
view team which implied that several additional
months had to be spent both before and after the
site wvisits on covering, hopefully, relevant
documents and research 1i€erature and, of
course, writing the report. The latter is now
available in print (OECD, 1980).

The present review has been commissioned to
focus on the NIE reports requested by Congress
in 1974, T shall, however, view the reports in
the wider perspective provided by, among other
things, the experiences gained during the OECD
policy review. Reference will alse be made to
some of the 35 projects which form the basis for
the six NIE reports listed above and which in
addition to the interim reports form the basis
for the final report on compensatory education
that NIE submitted in September 1978 shortly be-
fore Congress was about to take final decisions
on a S5-year re-authorization of the various pro-
grams, and in particular about those under ESEA,
Title I.
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Since the OECD policy review provides the
framework for my attempts to vreview the NIE
studies of compensatory education programs, it
would be in order to give a brief account of how
this exercise was carried out. In the case of

' the United States it was on the whole conducted

according to the same procedure as other OECD
country vreviews with the important difference
that it was limited to the education of the dis-
advantaged. Two previous country Treviews,
France in 1969-70 and the TFederal Republic of
Germany in 1971-72 (OECD, 1971 and 1972), in
which I also participated, covered the entire
field of national educational policies. The
following steps can be distinguished in a coun-

try review procedure:

1. The initiative to conduct a policy re-
view can be taken by the government of a partic-
ular country which wants its policies to be
critically scrutinized by outside people not en-
tangled in its own internal political contro-
versies and who are free to raise issues which
can not easily be raised within the country.
The OECD secretariat can also initiate a review
of policies in a particular country, which 1is
roncidered to be of common interest and benefit
to the member countries. Once the decision has
been taken to conduct a review, the OECD secre-
tariat in contact with the Government concerned
appoints a team of reviewers, as a rule per-
sons who are not only knowledgeable about the
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educational systems of the country but also
carry a reputation in the international com-
munity of scholars that lends sufficient weight
to their work.

2. The government under review prepares a
National Report which essentially 1is an attempt
to collate relevant legislative, statistical,
and research information pertaining to its edu-
cational system. In the case of the U.S. review
of compensatory education the U.S. 0ffice of
Fducation (OE, 1979) prepared six extensive case
studies of compensatory education programs, such’
as Title I, the bi-lingual programs, the basic
Fducational Opportunity Grant program, etc. The
revizwers received in advance piles of legisla-
tive, executive, and research documents. Thg
task even to cover the most relevant ones was
enormous, particularly for the rapporteur who in
the U.3. case, assisted by Dr. Lawrence Saha of
the Australian National University, had to pre-
pare an issues paper. A few examples will il-
listrate the gigantic documentation problem.
The review of Head Start research since 1969 and
the bibliography that goes with it commissioned
by HIW and published in 1978 is a 158-page docu-
ment (Mann et al., 1977). The Abt Associates,
Inc. evaluation 5? the TFollow Through Planned
Experiments is reported in seven volumes, etc.
In addition, HEW through the Office of Education
submits a voluminous annual evaluation report to

Congress on its programs.
-42 8-
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3. Site visits " and interviews with key
people in the country under review are conducted
by the entire review teani. In ‘the case of the
U.S. the team spent about yohe week iﬁterviewing
people in Washingtoh, D.C., beginning in the
white House, proceeding with the Office df Edu-
cation and other Pedebal'agenéies and with the
relevant Congressional committees. It " also
tried to meet representatives, as many as pos-
sible, of the countless "advocacy groups" .that
are based in Washington, D.C. We then traveled
to 1. different places in nine states and had a
wrap-up session in Washingfon, D.C. This was
what we were able to achieve in a 3-4-week per-
iod. The rapporteur spent another,four months
working on the report, being during that period
based at the National Humanities Center in Rer
search Triangle Park, North Carolina.

4, The reviewers at the wrap-up sessioﬁ_
decided on a series of issues that they wanted
to raise with the representatives of the Federal
government. After a few months a preliminary
report was made available to the partners in--
volved along with a list of major issues broken
down in specific questions. The report and the
section on issues formed the background document.
for a "confrontation meeting" at the OECD head-
quarters in Paris under the auspices and pres-
ence of the OECD Education Committee consisting
of representatives of the 24 member countries.
The discussion as usual took place in a kind of
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seminar setting with one reviewer introducing
one major issue or question at a timé, whepeupon
in this case the U.S. team representing the Fed-
eral government responded. Members of the Edu-
cation Coomittee can and actually did also take
the floor and posed questions to the responding
team. The report, together with an account. of
the proceedings at the confrontation meeting, is
then printed in English and French.

Again, in preparing the present review of
the‘NIE reports on compensatory education I have
quite naturally drawn  hedvily on the parts of
the OECD report which I wrote up. The more
technical aspects of the evaluation studies were
for the most part not considered in the OECD re-
port but have of/gourse been included here.

The NIE Evaluation Exercise

In connection with the passing of the 1974
ESEA Amendments, the 93rd Congress requested NIE
to conduct a comprehensive study of the compen-

satory education programs. The Instityte was

instructed by Congress to "undertake a thorough
evaluation and ;tudy of compensatory education
programs, including such programs conducted by
States and such programs conducted under Title I
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965." The Institute was specifically instruct-
ed to conduct
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"(1). an examinatioh of the fundamentjal pur-
poses of such programs, and the effectiveness of
such programs in attaining such purposes;

(2) an analysis of means to identify ac-
curately the children who have the greatest
needs for such programs, in keeping with the

. fundamental purposes thereof;

(3) an analysis of the effectiveness of
the methods and procedures for meeting the edu-
cational needs of children, including the use of
individualized written educational plans for
childreri,, and for programs for training the
teachers of children; ) T

(4) an exploration of alternative methods,.
including the use of prpcedures to assess educa-
tional disadvantage, for distributing funds un-
der such programs to States, to State education-
al agenc1e$, and to local educat10nal agencies
in an equitable and efficient.manner, which will
accurately reflect current conditions and insure
that such funds reach the areas‘of greatest need
and are ‘effectively used for such areas...”

(NIE, 1977f, p. 42).

. In- order to achieve the purposes unier the
four clauses cited the Institute was instructed
to carry out  "not more than 20 experimental
programs" which could be commissioned "to agen-
cies eligible for grants.
' -431-
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NIE in accordance with the legislative pro-~
vision in 1977 submitted six interim reports
(NIE, 1977 a-f) and a Final Report (NIE, 1978)
to Congress in September 1978 shortly before the
Education Admendments were on the floor.

This was, indeed, an overwhelming charge
typical of the aspirations held by policy makers
when turning to researchers. As I have spelled
out in another connection (Husén, 1978), the
problems as formulated by policy makers must be
broken down in manageable units in order to be~
come researchable. Therefore, NIE apparently
has tried to narrow down the package of tasks
without deviating too much from the letter of

~ the law. It has attempted to restrict 1its

charge 1in two respects.  "In response to this
request, NIE implemented a study of compensatory
education programs, focusing on Title I of the
Elementary and Secdndary Act of 1965", 1is the
laconic interpretation that NIE makes in the in-
troductory section of its final evaluation re-
port (NIE, 1978). But within Title I there was
a limitation to "four major study areas": f{unds
allocation, service delivery, student develop-
ment, and program administration, all technical
in nature and amenable to down-to-earth empiri-
cal studies. One should, for reasons just giv-
en, not criticize NIE for opting for such limi-
tations. Already the task it decided to under-

'take was enormous. Notwithstanding this, one

nevertheless lacks the wider perspective on the
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compensatory education programs that the OECD
review team, given its wider terms of reference,
was free. to adopt. Thus, in the reports one
does not find any considerable concern with the
"fundamental purposes" envisaged by the Law.
Apart from the immanent difficulties stemming
from the breadth of such a task, one should con-
sider its poiitical sensitivity. To questicn
basic purposes and strategies is to place one-
self in the middle of political controversy. The
limitation to Title I can, of course, be defend-
ed on the ground that the overwhelming portion
of the compensatory education funds goes into
Title I programs.

The six interim reports, as well as the ma-
jor portion of the Final Report, are based on 35

- pesearch projects conducted for NIE by various

research organizations, such as Abt Associates,
Inc., National Opinion Research Center, and the

-~

Syracuse Research Corporation.

Even given the considerable restrictions
the NIE has imposed on itself in conducting the
Compensatory Education Study under congressional
instruction, its reports cover a wide range of
problems pertaining to program administration,
service delivery, fund allocation, and student
development. In reviewing the study I shall not
focus on technicalities but take the liberty of
applying the ‘' same broad, policy-oriented per-
spective as did the OECD team and thereby draw
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'sheavily on my experlences from this review _as
well as on tgﬁ/ﬂhterlal I prepared as rapport-
" eur. Considering the audience for which the
OECD report was ,p?épared, the technical and
\ holarly aspects of the execution of the Com-
~ pensatory Education Study were dealt with-brief-
ly and gursorily only. In the present review
they.take a more prominefit place. However, it
would be highly presumptuous even within the
space allotted to the present review to claim a
thorough critique focusing on the ma881ve ef-
forts made in thé\yarlous commlsq\“?ed pro]ects'
launched to evaluate specific aspects of the
Title T programs. In addition to the 35 pro-
jects, on which the NIE Compensatory Education
"Study in the first place has been based, there

is an enofmous scholarly literature pertaining
<a_to compensatory education programs of various

kinds. S

<
(

I shall not review the ﬁIE Sepo;fs one By
one but mdke casual references as I move along.
After having -"established my credentials", by
indicating  what kind of background I bring to
the review task, I shall as a background present
the mafn féatures of .the compensatory education
legislation. A large porthp of my review will
focus on what the legislators referred to as the,
"fundamental purposes”, -that is to ‘say, the
philosophy and strategies behind compensatory
education. On the basis of such an analysis I
shall discuss the targeting of Title I funds,

| ~434- |
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both its horizontal and vé&rtical coverage. Fi-
nally, "I shall deal with the massive evaluation

. efforts that have been conducted particularly of
. .the Follow-Through Planned Variation Experi-
L ments. f - .

~..I have already mentioned the conspicuous
lack of studies of the "fyndamental purposes"
and hastened to indicate that this is something
'.,‘that a government agency, su¢h as the NIE, could
not easily deal with. It would rather have been
the task for an institution, such as the
National Academy .of Education. Within the
restrictions that NIE has set for its research
\' efforts and ~- not least =-- within the llmlts of
.what it could reasonably be expected to achieve
Y, within the given time-frame and resources, its
| Compensatory Education Study has considerable
merits. One has succeeded in collecting rele-
van research either already conducted or com- .
missioned to outside agencies and in conducting
in-house 3tudies. All these %ogether present
what is essentially a good descriptive picture
} of how Title I .compensatory education is opér-
{  a$ing and what its main tqchnical and adminis-
| trative problems are. |

The report (NIE, 1977 f) on the use of .
\aéhievement test scores to allccate Title 1T

funds presents a ‘sound empirical basis as weil
as a good analysgis of the technical problems in-
volved in switching from census-based poverty

-
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criteria to achievement criteria, Not least the
financlial implications, vparticularly important .
to legislators, have been well spelled out. It
is, howe&er, difficult to avoid the impregsion
that the difficulties that have to be overcome
in a switch to. achaevement criteria have been
given stronger 'empha51s than the dlsqdvantages
of- the presqpt system. The mlstargetlng and its

‘conceptual determinants pad deserved more

thorough studies. Since congressmen eagerly

" wateh how changes in allocation criteria affect
their constituencies, findings that too con-

spicuolsly reveal inadequacigg-of present prac-
tices are easily felt as stepping on their toes.
The vested interests in status quo in a multi-
billion enterprise, such as compensatory educa-
ti programs, are indeed strong. ‘Congress did
inQQI?E 1978 Education Amendments not .make any
considerable change in prewifous practices of al-
locating funds. The only major changes enacted
were those . dealing with the administrative pro-
cedures, which were simplified, hopefully on the
basis of findings from the NIE study of adminis-

tration of compensatory education (NIE, 1977 a).
: . : \

v
-

A

-

-

Strategies for Compensagory Education

.

i
OX Y

The ' role. Americans traditionally have as-
signed to education is' that 6f a~Vehicle for up-
ward' social mobility. - Education has more

. . - ’
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sfbohgly than in any other country been con-

- ceived as an instrument of realizing the Ameri-

can Dream. Coupled with the. strong belief in

‘education as g pPromotor of individua) tareers

has been the confidence in it as a means of

" solving social problems by making People more

competent and knowledgeabie. Horace Mann, one
of the architects of the American public school,

ing classes. He wrote in 1848: "Education,. .,
beyond all other devicgs of human origin is the
great e&ualizer.of the conditions of mep -- the
balance wheel of the social machinery." (quoted
after Hechinger, -1976). The confidence in edy-
cation as a catalyst in changing society was be-
hind the progressive movement in education be-
tween the two wars, Thus, at the core of George

The belief " ip education ag a means of re-
ducing and, in the long run, eliminating social
inequalities wasg an underlying Yorce behind the
Great Society legislation. The President's Task
Force on Education, chaired by John w. Gardner,
seems to have played ap important role in pre-
Paring subsequent legislative Programs for com-
Pensatory education of the disadvantaged. Not
only did the Task Force confirm an adherence to
the traditional tenet by saying that it would be
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a major task forfthe Nation to "provide every
‘%ild with as mich education as his talent and
(rive warrant®™, but it also recommended steps to
be taken to give children of disadvantaged back-
ground access to normal educational facilities.
The Task Force ' pointed out the great inequali-
ties betweeﬁ the States and localities in paying
for education and even recommended general Fed-
eral aid to school education oa the basis of
some equalization formula, taking, however, a
dim view of its "politicaf feasibility" (Report,
1964).

The Presidential Task Force pointed out
that the American school so far had done well
with children who belonged to the mainstream but
had neglected those at both ends of <the spec-
trum, the exceptionally talented at one end and
the poor and physically or mentally handicapped
at the other end. It pointed out that the hand-
icapped were left out of the picture with regard
to.Federal support and that it would be a Feder-
' al obligation to take care of the "pcor child-
ren...(whod...are to be found in our rural and
urban slums, and these slums breed conditions
that do in fact diminish the teacﬁability of the
child" (ibid.). '

The Task Force recommended two educational
strategies by means of which one should try to
come to grips with the poverty problem. TFirst,
sincg childreﬁ‘from poverty areas already at
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.échool entry had fallen behind their age mates,

experiments with pre-school programs would pro-

vide stimulation that could make up for enpviron-

' mental deficiencies. Secondly, work=- tralnlng

programs could be launched at the high §chool
level.

The Federal governmeat's commitment to what
was called compensatory education began withﬂthe
passing of the Vocational Education Act of 1963
and the Economic . Opportunity Act of 1964, The
Civil Rights movement rapidly gained momentum in
the early 1960's at a time when ' social scien-
tists began to explore the "other America" The

Head Start program focusing oa pre-school chlld-'
ren in the form of enrlchment programs was Qart

of the overall anti-poverty program. /

The big breakthrough of Federal commitments
to the education of the disadvantaged was the
passing of- the Eiementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act (ESEA) of 1965. 1Inr signing it, the
President commented: "No law I have signed or
will ever sign means more to the future of Amer-
ica." High hopes were indeed held about what
education could do in wectifying injustices and
inequalities irn American society. The 1legisla-
tion embodied in ESEA could also be regarded as
a breakthrough for "categorlcal" Federal aid on
a large scale to local school agencies, although
the National Defense Education Act of 1958, aim-

ing at upgrading scierce, mathematics and tech~
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nolopgy, presaged further major thrusts. Since
the American Constitution lacks speéificgtions
. of Federal responsibility‘for education, it has
by default bgen concluded that support of public
education is a prerogative of the States and the
localities. The role of the Federal Government
is viewed as that of a partner with the States
and local agencies in supporting clearly defined
purposes considered to be of great importance to
the nation as a whole, such as education for na-
tional defense, 1improving vocational educatiog,
equalization of access to higher education, and
the education of the\disadvantaged.

The strong emphasis put on the categorical
nature of the Federal aid that it should "sup-
plement and not supplant" explains the meticu-
lous measures taken in order to ascertain that
the States and 1localities did not use Federal
funds as a spurce of general support of school
education. This in turn accounts for the enorm-
ous amount of bureaucratization that has gone
into the system and the resistance on its part
to undergo changes, for instance, switch from
economic to achievement criteria in allocating
funds.

Objectives of Compensatory Education.

>~%ﬁ’?\§zructing the NIE to "undertake a
thorough eVvaluation and study of compensatory
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education programs" it also called for "an ex-
amination of the fundamental purposes of such
programs" (NIE, 1977 f, p. 42). The Institute
wisely ducked the responsibility to investigate
the "fundamental purposes" which, to be sure,
are politically highly sensitive. The central
-issue here is simply how tenable the rationale
behind the legislation is. Both the OECD team
in general, being charged to conduct a policy
review, and the present author are more protect-
ed when questioning certain assumptions behind
the compensatory education legislation.

Inn his State of the Union message to the
Congress in 1965 President Johnson had a section
on aid to low-income school districts which he
suggested shc-1d be given high priority. He
pointed out that lack of formal education means
"lower wages, fhequent unemployment, and a home
in an urban and rural slum." He added: "Pover-
ty has many roots, but the taproot is ignor-
ance.”" Francis Keppel, at that time U.S. Com-
missioner of Education, shared the conviction
about the role formal education could play in
reducing poverty and increasing life~chances of
the offspring of the pocr. He turned against
the "myth" that "slum children were somehow of a
lower social order of capacity. than children in’
other sectors of our economy.". Labels, such as
"culturally deprived" and "socially disadvan-
taged" easily become "alibis for failure to find
effective ways to educate these children."
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(Keppel, 1966, p. 39).

Speaking of labels, the term "disadvan-
taged" appears since the mid-60's to be the one
most frequently used in referring to children
served by programs providing in the words of the
ESEA "financial assistance to meet the special
needs of children of 1ow-income-faﬁilies‘and the -
impact that concentrations of low-income fam-
ilies have in the ability of local educational
agencies to support ‘adequate educational pro-
grams." (H. R. Report No. 95-1753, p. 11-12).
However, one finds that the terms "underpriv-
iledged" and "deprived" are often used more or
tess synonymously with "disadvantaged." A typo-
logy suggested by Martin Trow (1978) appears to
be useful in making a broper distinction between
"disadvantaged" and "depriveé." Trow classifies
children according to two main dimensions: (1)
material and financial ' resources of the family
needed to enable the children to develbp their
potential, and (2) adequacy of socialization and
education effecting the children at home and in
school. The two dimensions generate a typology,-
where one could distinguish between faur groups:
(1) advantaged children with both adequate ma-

terial  background and socialization, (2) dis~

advantaged children with adequate socialization
but inadequate material resources, (3) alienated
children with adequate material resources but
inadequate socialization, and (4) deprived.
children with both inadequate financial re-
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sources and socialization. The important dis-
tinction between the second and the fourth group
has not always been clearly made, sometimes with
serious consequences for programs of social in-
tervention. Such a distinction is of particular
importance in dealing with young people during
the later years in high school and in transition ‘
to working life. The reason some of them cannot
hold jobs after completion of schooling is not
just lack of vcognitive skills, which was the
main belief expressed when major compensatory
~ education programs for teenagers were drawn up.
_ Deficient socialization bringing about lack of
motivation and reliability is of equal import-
ance. ' ~ '
oA

Briefly, the ' rationale behind the compen-
satory education programs was -- and among many
legislators still is -- the following. Failure
and/or underachievement in school is mainly due
to poverty. The poor tend to aggregate in cer-
tain areas, "slums" or "poverty pockets", par-
ticularly in wurban ghettos. In order to al-
leviate thefr plight and provide them with equal
opportunity to achieve on par with their materi-
< ally more priviledged schoolmates they should
be given extra assistance. The desired outcomes
of such programs of special aid should be more
equal life chances among children from all walks
of life in American society.
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Critique'of the Rationale Behind Compensatory
Education.

The logic behind compensatory education
could be summarized in a simple syllogism pre-
sented in the OECD Report (OECD, 1980):

1. Poverty and school achievements are
closely linked.

. 2. Social mobility and life chances are
closely linked to educational attain-
ments.

3. Ergo: Concentrated efforts by way of
increased school resources, purchased-
by increased financial resources tar-
geted on disadvantaged students, will
"break the poverty_cycle."

When President Johnson declared his War on
Poverty he is quoted to have said: "We are go-
ing to eliminate poverty by education....péople
are going to learn their way out of poverty."

The .two basic propositions on.a close re-
lationship between poverty and educationalffail~
uré as well as between educaticnal attainment
and life chances can on the basis of empirical
evidence be questioned. Doubts raised about the
propositions, of course, challenge the validity
of the conclusion. '

-
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Surveys, among fhem, the Title I programs,
indicate that material resources in the home, as
measured by family income, are weakly correlated
with educational achievement at the 1level of a
0.3 correlation coefficient (NIE, 1977e, cf.
Husén, 1975). This means that the overvhelming
pdrtion of variations in school achievements is
accounted for by non-economic factors. The con-
‘siderable spread at any given income level of
school achievements was one reason why Congress
instructed NIE to investigate the possibilities
of usiﬁg achievements instead of °‘p.c:wrtimty meas-
ures as the hasis for allocating compensatory
‘funds.J

More important, in the 1light of recent
studies,.noé least the ones conducted by Jencks
and his associates (Jencks et al., 1972; Jencks
et al., 1979) one could further question the
capability &f the school as an institution to
make up for the handicaps cavsed by material
and/or cultural poverty at home. This is a pef—
vasive issue in public poiicies which aims by
means of soc1a1 intervention to improve the 1ife
chanceq of young people. At issue is: to What
extent can compensatory education, consisting
mainivy of additional teaching, targeted on eco-
ncmically handicapped children, serve as a tub-
stitute for reforms that would affect the social
and economic order at large? After all, one
does not need +to be a Marxict to realize that
educution does not operate in a socio-economic
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vacuum! .

Another éverriding philosophical issue, to
which the NIE Reports did not address them~
selves, but which is germane to the "fundamental
purposes” of the programs, is equality in edu-
cation and in life chancesy what this means, and
how it can.be achieved. What kind of equality
is intended: equality of opportunity or equal-
ity of results? To what extent is formal®*equal-
ity in educational opportunities conducive to
equality in'life chances? = Provisions of formal
equality of opportunity-in education does by no
means guarantee equal results. Some children
are, to use an Orwellian travesty, from the out-
set "more equal than others," for instance, by
being born by parents possessing privileged
status, not to.speak of posbkessing more favour-
abléd genes.

The traditional confidence in what educa-
tidn can do has led Americans to the belief that
by removing educational disadvantage one would
bring dabout more social equality. At the level
of sophistication where legislation was con-
ceived, equafﬁty was of the classical, liberal
brand. FEquality of opportunity is traditionalily
conceived in terms of conditions that prevail in
the student's background: his social class,
ethnic group, sex, etc. None of these shduld be
‘allowed to be an advantage or disadvantage iq
shaping a peréan's educational and vocational
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career. Merit, that is to say, ﬂ’oven ability

not background, should count in getting access

to éducation and to subsequent jobs. Thus, pub-

lic policy in education should try to remove the
economic and other barriers that prevent those

who grow up under disadvantaged conditions to

‘ obtain in the first place the formal eduiﬁtion
di-

lemma, which one has not until recently begun to

that matches their innate potential. Th

recognize more clearly, is that all criteria of
merit -- test scores, achievements in examina-
tions, and school marks =-- are significantly
correlated - with sdcial background. This ‘means
that whatever selectlon or self-selection that

R takes.prace for entry to an educational insti-~
tution s well as achievements in that institu-.
tion is correlated with hone baﬁkground.

. . b S
©
; -

p 1
‘Thg legislative programs on cémpensatcry
education launched in tife mid-1960's aimed at
bringing about more equality eof results; in
terms both of educational and vocational at-
tainments. This should be achieved by prov1d1ng
extra funds for children in poverty areas who
were lagging behind in their school results. .
What actually could be achieved by pf%viding
extra funds was limited by two conditions. In
the first place, children meeting the poverty
deflnltlons are to a large extent found 'in lo-.
C&lltle? where gll students in public schools
are disadvantaged with regard to initial finan-

cial support. Extra funds to poverty-ridden
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.districts and schools therefore do not make up

for the in#tiail inequality. But there isalso a
fundamental limiting condition. In thejgébate
stimulated by OECD programs 'as well as througﬁ
recent empirical studies (Jencks et al., 1972;
Sewell et al., 1976; Jencks et al., '1979) it has
been shown that equality of opportﬁnity brought
about by formal ejuality in access and remdg

of qfonomic barriers is no guarantee that other

" forms of equality will follow. Programs de-

signed to -ameliorate, or evern elipinate, obsta-
cles against access to further education are not
enough in overcominglinggualities. Again, some
are from the outset( not least by family back-

ground, "more equal than others."

r 2
Compensatory Education Programs: A Brief Ower-
——

view.
. N . r
T shall not hete try to give a detailed de-
scription of the Federal programs for the edu-~
cation of ﬁoor and disadvantaged students jin
America. The National Report (OE, 1979) pré-
pared for the OECD review identified some 56

programs serving the educationally disadvantaged

and in six exvellent cade studies dealt with ten
of them in detail. The NIE evaluation studies
are, as pointed out above, almost entirely lim-
ited to the Title I program which i% absorbing
some 80 percent of funds going into.cdhpensato;y
education and therefore deserves to be treated

. -4y 8-
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as if it were the only Wmajbr program. Ii\"
shoulde however, be pointed out that the Head
- Start program is ' still operatlng, with. funds
| that are, 1f not ab501utely so, relatively heav-
ily reduceq,in'comparison with the resources t n %
years ago. ) Among the compensatory programs Sh
elementary and secondary school the Title VII
program; bi-lingual education, is of pivotal im-
portancé for Hispaﬁics,‘ who tend-to begome the
:ghl Re-"
port deal h two _programs in higher educaJT

biggest minQrity in America. The Nation

- tion,’ namely the Basic Educational Oﬁportunrty .
. Grants program ggd the Special (Serv1cgs for
Disadvantaged Students. leen the scope ‘of my
assxgnment to review the NIE reports on compen- *
satory educatlon, which have by and ;arge been
’2' limited to tle I, I.shall also 1imit mysef§ tcrg
the Title :Qbrogram, orlglnally Maunched within _
» the framework of the ESEA. . *
-~ . ' ~ S ’ ' S
_The by- Yar Targest compensatory education
effort under Fedepal ausplces has been the Title
I of the ESEA passed by Congress. in 1965. (rTltle
L provided funds for spec1a1 educatlonal efforgs
\L\}ﬁ *schools located in a as w1th high 7
:\\ ) concentrat1on bf poor students accordlng to four
#. .. criteria: (1) number of éhlxdnsn’ aged 5 to 17
in a givén county who are Dbelow the d%shansky
poverty line,»(2), two-thlrds of the children in
the ‘'same age bracket'who recelve payments quer'
Aid to R@mllles W1tn£§epeqdenQ7Chlldren (AFDC),
(3) ch11d%en in the samp‘age bracket who live in
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public elementary and secondary education.
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" $pecial institutians, and (&) the average 1eve1

of school expenditure in the State. .
A SN . ,
The‘éﬁ9unt of funds Boing into Title I pro-
grams has“been sybstantial, not to say stagger- °
ing. Durlng the 1368-78 period Congrees allo-
cated ~1B.% billion dollars. By .1975 Titlé I
funding comprised~8y pertent of the total ESEA
funding. By late f1976's the funding level had
riéen fo 2.5 bilIionffrom‘i.Q billicn ten years
earlier. Titde' I alone accounts for about 3-4

percent of the total national expendltures for
.

Co- ~ -
The NIE study onn the efficiency of Title I
found that by 1976 30 percent of the school dis-
tricts Teceived Title I funds (NIE, 1978).

.‘atdaies nnder way, conducted for the 0ffice of

Edycation, show-that sllghtly more than 90 per-
cent of the schools with high concentration of
students with m;norlty background receive some
kind of compensatory aid, either Federal or
State funds. Of the Nation's elementary schools
68 percent obtained Title I alq 'An additional
14 percent received other funds, mostly State
funds with the same purpose. O0f eligible child-
ren in ellgible schools 67 pencent were reached.
By and | ‘large, the Title I funds to a2 remarkable

' extent were targeted on schools with a high con-

centratlon of poor students. - But the fact that
“a con51derab1e number of educationally disad-

’ vanteged were not beneficiaries, as well as the
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fact ' that quite a few who were well off were
serviced, raises queStions about the adequacy of
the allccation criteria, a matter to which I
shall return later.
® © ©° " Pit1e VIT of ESFA, the Bi-lingual Education
progran, ‘deserves special mention. It 'was
launched in 1967 at the initiative of 1legisla-
tors from California and Texas with the aim of
improving education ¢of children from non-English.
speaking homes, mostly Hispanics. The prévig
sions were designed to support schools in pro- °
viding bi~lingual 1nstruct10n. Although in
eory funds were targeted for children with
imited proficiency in English, the Bi-lingual
'L ducation Act has popularly been identified as a
\Mex1can—Amer1can project because of its emphasis
. on teaching children of Mexican (and Puerto Ric~-
an) background.

During our s‘te visits, particularly in Ne;
Mexico, it was apparent that the term "disad-
vantaged" and even more the term _"compensatofy"
were resented in connection with bi-lingual edu-
cation. A child from a Spanish-speaking home in
New Mexico who comes from a family that for cen-
turies has lived there and who accordingly hasﬁq
‘strong cultural identity is not necessarily
"disadvantaged" in terms of lacking basic mater-
ial and cultural assets. Nor can one say that .
it has to be "compensated" for not having Eng~,
lish as a mother tongue.
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Jhere are among those who operate the bi-
lingual programs, and to some extent among those
who are beneficiaries, two opposing philosophies
about the main objectives o” the program. On
the one side, there are ti whe argue that
crildren from non-English speaking homes should
become proficient in English ds rapidly and ef-
ficiently as possible even at the price of los-
ing contact with their home language and what
that implies of alienatior from their cultural
-heritage,~~ On the other hand, there are those
who rgard bi-lingual education as a means of
maintaining their cultural identity. A similar
controversy has emerged in Western Europe where
many millions of children of the "guest-workers"
have forced the educational authorities to take
steps; in providing adequate education for them
(Rist, 1978).

Considering the fact that the Hispanics
soon will constitute the largest minority in the
United States it would have been in order if the
Bilingual Education Act had been included in the

efforts to evaluate compensatory educatica.

» While the OECD review team in the fall of
1978 conducted its site visits, the 95th Con-
gress was in its final phase of discussing the
amendments to the various titles in the ESEA,
which was up for a 5-year reauthorization
(Education Amendments, 1978). In the first
place, the Amendments aimed at simplifying the
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paper work which, as was repeatedly noticed dur-
ing the site visits, was sometimes excessive,
detailed, and burdensome to the local authori-
ties. Instead of submitting applications an-
nually it can now be done triannually. The
Amendments of 1978 aim at better targeting than
before on areas with high concentration of needy
children. Thus, the basic Federal grants to the
States are supplemented over and above the 1979
appropriations by extra funds in relation to the
number of families in the State with an income
below the National median according to the 1975
survey conducted by the Bureau of the Census.
Furthermore, the basic allocation formula will,
beginning in 1980, take 100 per cent of the
’childfen from families receiving AFDC instead of
only 2/3 which has been the provision since
1965. Special grants are made available to
school districts with a high concentration of
children from - low-income fq@ilies. Thus,
counties where the number of such children ex-
ceeds 20 per cent of the total are eligible for
such grants.
A

Iederal legislation on compensatory educa-
tion has right from the outset been'very strict
on two principles: Federal funds should "supple-
ment not supplant", and the States and logcal
educational authorities shou'd be able to demon-
strate "maintenance of effort", that 1is to say,
not slacken their efforts in terms of general
funding of elementary and secondary education.
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A meticulous control of thé pursuance of these

principles has resulted in excessive red tape.

" Exclusion from the first principle can now occur

under the new provisions, in case State funds
are used for compensatory education programs
similar to Title I. The waiver provision for
maintenance of effort has been modified to allow
waiver from one fiscal year in case of "excep-
tional and unforeseen" circumstances. Thus, a
disruption from one fiscal year to another of a
useful program, simply because a district or é\
school happened to lose a fraction of a percent
of eligible children and thereby falls below the
level required to receive funds, is avoided.

Parental participation, a cornerstone in
the original ESEA 1legislation, did not always
work out according to anticipation. This might
have been the reason why it was included in the
NIE Compensatory Education Study (NIE, 1977f)
which in turn was based ‘'on the 1975-76 NIE
National Survey of Compensatory Education, which
in its turn was based on efforts by the Stanford
Research Institute (1971), Vanecko et al. (1977)
of Abt Associates, and Goettel and Kaplan (1977)
of the Syracuse Research Corporation. Parental
Advisory Councils (PACs) have had considerable
difficulties in finding their identity and have
in many places become mere formalities. In
other places they have become the focus of
political patronage and struggle. Therefore,
the regulations in the 1978 Education Amendments
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require certain procedures for selection of
parents on the PACs, a minimum number of meet-
ings per year, and a minimum number of indivi-
duals to serve on the PACs. '

* Sometimes there has been an overzealous
formalism with regard to which children in a
given school or class may be served. There has
been a tendency' to categorize certain teachers
as Title I teachers versus the "regular" ones.
In order to reduce such tendencies, all childrern
in a schocl where 75 per cent of them are
eligible for compensatory education can be
served. In a similar vein, teachers who are
employed mainly for compensatory programs are
required to ébend a certain amount of their time
on other activities which belong to their teach-
ing role, such as consultations with other
teachers and with parents and students. ‘

Targeting of Compensatory Education.

The difficulties in implementing Federal
commithents to the education of the disadvan-
taged can be fully appreciated only if one
realizes the enormous complexities involved all
the way from policy making, preparation of reg:
ulations, assessing needs for support, distribu-
tion of funds, planning programs at the local
level, and evaluating and accounting upwards.
Federal aid in education on a massive scale has
a short history. The planning of 1legislation
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and the launching °~of -the ensuiﬁg programns
occurred within a short time span in the early
1960's. As always, once certain practices have
been established and entrenched, it is difficult
to change them. Any more deepgoirg change in
the administrative machinery 1is felt as an
intrusion upon established empires and spheres
of influence. In addition, politicians take
partiéular interest in programs that in a tan-
gible way affect their particular constituen-
cies. The OECD team could not avoid noticing
how keenly aware congressmen were about the
effects that proposed changes in the allocation
criteria and regulations could have on their
constituencies. This explains the reluctance to

change existing practices of distributing funds.

Compensatory education funds unden\fritle I
of ESEA are distributed according to an alloca-
tion . formula Congress agreed upon in the 1960's
and which, with minor modifications, is still’
emplgyed. The poverty statistics are obtained
from census data that could be more than ten

years old. This means that in certain areas the
composition of the population might have changed
rather drastically in a society as mobile as the
American. Funds are - first allocated to’ the
State, which in its turn allocates them to the
various school districts whiéh then allocate
them to the various school sites.

The number of poor, as assessed by census

~456-

. 101



-

data at the county level, is the first criterion
of identification. Schools witﬁ}n districts are
ranked according to incidence of poverty.
Available funds are’ then distributed according
to this rank order. This means that a consider-
able number of disadvantaged children, beyond
those who live in areas or districts not eligi-
ble agcording to the poverty criteyxion, are not’
serviced. Thus, there -are two categories of
educationally disadvantaged children who are not
covered by Titlz I provisions: (1) children in
schools not eligible or not covered by the pro-
gram, and (2) children in eligible schools for
whom funds .are insufficient. The NIE (1977¢)

‘study that addresses itself to this problém

found that about one-third of the eligible
children were not served by Title I programs.

Let me take one example from the site
visits paid by the OECD team. When interviewing
people at the' Board of Education of the Los
Angeles Unified School District we were told
that by 1978 in L.A. only 172 out of more than

- 400 elementary schools and some 30 per cent of

the eligible’ children were served by’ State pro-
grams. The criterion for distributing State aid
to schools for compenséfory education, which in
California at least until then was comparatively
high, was in L.A. a composite of (1) AFDd, (2)
number of free school 1lunches, (3) property
assessment, and (4) family “income. After the”
eligible'schools-had been identified by poverty
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criteria, students to be served wert determined
by the grade 6 reading scores over the last u
years. :

A survey on a national, representative
sample conducted by the Systems Development
Corporation (SDC), still under way when the OECD
team visited Los Angeles, found'that two-thirds
of all elementary schools ‘obtained Title I

funds. - ¢

N
. There 1is evidently a, trade-off Dbetween

horizontal coverage and concentration, which has
a bearing on the practice of 1letting all
children who score below the 50th percentile in

eligible schools become eligible for services.

We were informed that a study subcontracted to
SDC shows that 50 percent of the children who
are poor and score below the 50th percentile are

"serviced as compared to 35 percent who accord-

ing to the formula are not poor and score in the
same range. This gives reason to question the
adequacy of poverty measures for identification
of needy children. .

Another aspect of mistargéting related to
level of reading competence is the following. I
learned at the interview session with SDC that
the survey had shown that 12 per cent of the
poor—‘bho score above the 50 percentile were
serviced. The cutoff point was set at the 50th
percentile, which seemed to be remarkably high
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.. and was brought in question at the "confronta-
*tion meeting" in Paris. The 50th percentile as
cutoff score is not consistent with <the defini-
tion that the Office of Education employs in its
1977 Annual Evaluation Report to Congress: "The
term (dicadvantaged) applies to children and
adults who typically cannot succeed in the
traditional education systems and programs."
(op.cit., p. 4). It would seem mqre in line
with the intentions & the legislation toZplace
the ‘cutoff point for educational failures some-
where between the 15th and the 25th percentile.
Such a ﬁfacticé would also be more compatiblé

with the standards set in the minimum competency

testing programs. ‘

Unfortunately, the NIE evaluation studies
have not addressed themselves to the problem of
¢ horizontal coverage and to what could be gained
in services for the most needy with more con-
centration on them by a lowe cutoff score.
Again, the résistance from many school dis-
‘tricts, . who at least get some "sprinkling" of
the funds, might have been very strong with
repercussions on the re§pective congressmen.

The OECD group noted a striking 1lack of
continuity in the vertical coverage of Title I
programs and therefpore in sustained efforts
throughout the eligiBle students' entire school
career. Compensatory education funds are con-
centrated at two completely sebarated stages of
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the educational career. Title I funds - are

about 80 percent used in grades K through 3. 1In
spite of the fact that there are no legislative
barriers against using it at later stages, the
funds under Title 1 provisfons are almost
entirely spent in the elementary school through
grade 6. Very little is spent on compensatory
education measures at the‘secondary level, where
poor students from deprived backgroﬁnd represent
a serious problem. As long as students are in
elementary school, attention is pdid to the de-
velopment of the‘r Dbasic skills in, for
instance, reading. This objective seems to get
out of focus at the junior high school level,

~and many students enter senior high school with

very low reading competence, a fact which in
» . . » o
inany States has inspired recent legislation on

minimum competency testing.

I have earlier pointed out the trade-off
between horizontal coverage and concentration in
distributing compensatory education funds.
There is also a trade-off related to vertical
coverage: the number of students that can be
covered . versus continuity and sustention of
services. Looking back at the experience.
education Ralph Tyler pointed out that "im-
provements in learning can be maintained and
"improvements in learning can be maintained and
increased when the program provides for a
sequence of three to four years rather than
one-shot efforts to help." (Tyler, 1974, p.
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170). He estimated. that bridgipg'learniﬁg gains

__of the disadvantaged up to the national avérage

would require a 50 percent higher per pupil
expenditure than for the average student.
Statements on the effect of increased sustention
of efforts have been made by experts on early

childhood educatlon with partlcular reference to

Head Start programs (Bronfenbrenner, 1974), JIt
would seem that sustention could be -bolight ~at

, the price of neducing hopizontal coverage by

lowering the, cutoff score.

During tpe 1970's five pational commissions
in the United States have dealt with problems
of secondary education (Coleman gt al., 1974;
Brown et al., 1973; Martin et al., 19743 NASSP,
*1972; Weinstock, ed., 1973). One offidial in
HEW referred to the junior high school as the
"disaster'area in American education.” It is the
stage when neglect of basic skills begins to he
strongly felt. At the end of this stage

- dropouts take place. But even before, the

increased absenteeism means that dropout has de ]
facto started.

Problemé of dropout and unemployment among
young people in the age range 16 through 21 are
issues with serious’ implicatiOnS' for American
education, as has been evidenced by the com-
.mittee set up by the Na&lonal Academy of Educa-
tion and chaired by Clark Kerr (NAE, 1978),
fBridges between the formal educational system
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and the world of work’ have to be built in order
to bring young people, whp have grown up 1n a

i

.. weak and unsupportive env1ronment and who w1th

Trow's typology are #really deprived, into pro-

‘ductive work. One notes that “the Youth Employ-

ment Demonstratian Act of 1977 conducts experi-
_ments 1n five cifies with programs where young
people are guaranteed either work or a plaée in
school. It should also be mentioned that under
the provisions of the Youth Act considerable
funds are available for innovative projects

linking school and wdrk. :Establishment of voca-’

tional-technical centers and the quest for
building'“life-role competencies” in senior sec-
ondary school are other examples of efforts in
the same direction. -\
A

To achieve such objectives-as better vewr-
tical coverage by'éustained efforts *and includ-
ing upper elementary school as well as secondary
school, a program integration which goes far
beyond the confines of both the Office of Educa-

' tlon and HEW has to be ach:eved. The establlsh-

ment of a Department of Education has in this
particular respect been a step  in the right

‘dlrect;,on. But compensa‘tory programs at the

secondary level would require a better coordina-
tion between programs which until now have been

operated in separation by HEW.and the Department

of Labor, respectively.

I the Tnstructional Dithensions Study NIE
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(1977d) reports a 7-month folléq-up of btudents
in graaes 1 and 3 in 14 school districts, Cer-
tain practices,'such as "pullout instrgction" as
compared to "main#tream ipstruction.”" were
studied. Since, as was notiéga\.by the OECD .
team, pulloﬁt is _9Verwheiming1y used, the re-
sé’ts of such ~ comparison have central st;ateé
gic impdrtance; The study was also designed to
'assess the increments in student competence from
-the péginning-of the fall through the end of the
_spring semester. D N
/o . » )

The study came ’out with two main findings.

In the first place, it was found that compensa-
tory education studentsz in the wordigg of the
NIE Final Report, "make significant achievement
" gains over a school year period" (NIE, 1378, p.
79). These effects were larger than those:
obtained in previous studies’ of Title I students
In interpreting this findiﬁg _one should, how-
" ever, keep two important conditions for £the
study in mind. Although the sample contained
students from «%00 classrooms in urban and rural
- districts.it was Dby .no means nationally repre-
sentative and did not purport to be éa. The
Finafgkeport points out.that the "programs ex-
amined were purposelx‘”selegtéd for certain in-
structional features and cannot be considered a
_representative sample of. Title I reading and
mathematics services."  (NIE,- 1278, p. 80).
. Secondly, ané probably more importan{, 10 per-
cent of the' gompenisatory education students,

’ ]
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whose initial test scores were above average,
were excluded from the follow-up. As justifica-
tion for doing, so it is pointed out that the
rates of gain among the excluded students were
"similar" to the ones among, the rest. If com-
pensatory edugation should make sense, those who
scor - below average ought to show consider-
e g .. '.+ing subjected to special: treat-
ment. We .re now 1left without evidence about
‘e effect. that this special treatment leads to.
ove: and above those being achieved by regular

instruction.

Evaluation of Compensatc+ry Education Programs.

&

Needless to point out, evaluation exercises

are hy their very nature beset with value pro-
blems as well as with technical problems. It is

‘difficult enough to identify and operationdlize

criteria supposed to measure the objectives one
sets out to achiecve in social intervention pro-
grams. But an even more troublesome‘problem,
although of another kind,.is encourtered in the
attempts to identify the objectives and the
values embedded #n these criteria. They are
usually anchored iﬂ the middle of political con-
troversy. Let me take one example from Sweden
that relates to the legislation in the 1950's on
a common, comprehensive school in Sweden (Husén,
1962). When an education bill proposing a
change-over from a dual or parallel schocl sys-
tem of basic education to a common, comprehen-
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sive 9-year school was discussed by the Swedish
Parliament in 1950, it met, as could be ex-
pected, resistance on the part of the conserva-
fives. A Special Education Committee reviewed
the Bill and presented its review to the Parlia-
ment, where unanimity was bought at the price of
clarity. The first recommendation made by the
Committee had the following .wording: "Actions
should be téken within a certain time, which is
to be decideu upon by the Parliament,...to in-
troduce a comprehensive school based on nine
years of mandatory school attendance. This
school should, according to the extent the
planned experiments prove its suitability, re-
place elementary school, the continuation
school”, etc. In order to achieve consensus the
Committee Chairman had inserted the words "ac-
cording to the extent...". The proponents of
structural change thought that a decision had
been taken to introduce the comprehensive school
and that certain modifications could be en-
visaged depending upon the outcomes of the 10-
year pfiot program which was included in the
Bill. The conservatives interpreted the recom-
mendation to the effect that adoption of the
very idea of the comprehensive school should
depend on whether the pilot program proved to be
"superior” in terms of making its students more
"competent"” than the previous types of schools,
particularly the selective academic lower secon-
dary school. Since a decision was taken that
the pilot program should be accompanied by ex-
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tensive comparisons between the new and the tra-
ditional types of schools, the ensuing evalua-
tion surveys during the 1950's were followed
with keen interest by both opponents and pro-
ponents. The comparisons were made in terms of
student cognitive competence in certain key sub-
jects, and nobody questioned the validity of
comparisons betwéen school types within certain
respects quite different objectives. The Social
Democrats wanted a school which contributed to
equalization and conceived the comprehensive
school reform in social terms, whereas the con-
servatives discussed the reform in terms of in-
structional and pedagogical efficiency.

Similar problems were encountered in eval-
uating the Title I programs. I have earlier
discussed the philosophy behind them. Extra
funds to support disadvantaged children are ex-
pected to improve their educational attainments.
This would in turn improve their coping power as
adults, make them better prepared for working
life, and 1lift them out of poverty. Therefore,
the ultimate criterion of how "effective" Title
I is would be adult occupatidnal status and/or
earnings of students serviced by the programs.
This would require a longitudinal study which
would administratively be difficult and costly
to conduct - not to mention that it would not be
attractive to politicians who prefer instant re-
sults within the short perspective. The length
of their term of office tends to determine the
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length of their perspective.

“nerefore, practically all evaluation ef-
forts ﬁave opted for short-range criteria,
thereby using the one that is .close at hand:
student achievement. In most cases one has
tried to assess what happens to the children in
the program over one school year. EQen that can

be a tricky exercise,. considering the high

turnover of children in the categories serviced
by Title I. When the turnover is about one hun-
dred percent, which occurs in some schools, tle
quest for "sustained efforts"” indeed tends to

become an empty phrase.

The research literature on evaluation of
various compensatory education programs, par-
ticularly Head Start, Follow Through, and Title
I, is, indeed, extensive. If one includes the
annual reports submitted by the local educa-
tional authorities and by the U.S. Commissioner
of Education, the documentation is enormous. In
addition, commissioned studies, many of which
were designed in grand format and at great ex-
pense, have been conducted. It would be highly
presumptuous to pretend to cover even the majbﬁ
relevant publications. Nor could I possibly
pretend to come up with my own evaluation of
studies into which impressive competence and
considerable sums of money have been invested.
I shall therefore mainly confine myself to gen-

eral observations and to raising some issues.
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There have been many small-scale evalua-

" tions of Head Start programs. The first more

extensive and significant attempt to assess the
impact of these programs was the Westinghouse
Report of 1969. Little and Smith (1971), who
were commissioned by OECD to conduct a study of.
the strategies of compensation ehployed in the
United States, %onclude from %he Westinghouse
Report: "The overall findingé of the study sug-
gested that the summer programs had little sus-
tained effecf; in general no differences could
be distinguished between Head Start and non-Head
Start children." (p. 52). Although Head Start
children were slightly ahead of non-Head Start
children at the beginning of grade one, by grade
two there were no significant differences in
school achievement. Similar results were Ob-
tained with regard to affective outcomes. As
usual in studies of this kind, it was beset by
methodological flaws, such as 1lack of pretest
scores and one-sided emphasis on achievements.
Tremendous variations between programs defied
attempts to relare specific treatments to
specific outcomes. Thus, so far the Head Start
eQaluations have not yielded any consistent
and/or conclusive results that could serve as
guidelines for policy makers. One shoivld remem-
ber, however, that in this respect attempts to
evaluate effects of treatments'_similar to the
ones that gn on in the regulér school setting
have also given inconclusive results, leadiné to

the desperate conclusion that "schooling does

rQ
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not seem to make any difference."

A massive attempt using a longitudﬂ;al re-
search strategy has recently been launched by
the Educa@idn Commission of the States. Pre-
liminary findings seem to indicate more positive
effects of early childhood intervention than
found in previous investigations.

The impressive resources put at the dis-
posal of the researchers commissioned to conduct
evaluation studies have not been able to offset
the shortcomings that stem from being put into
the straight-jacket of policy makers and
planners. The demand for quick and "relevant"
results has tended to sterilize much of this
resedich. The evaluation of the "planned varia-
tion" field experiments conducted under the
auspices of the Follow Through and criticized by
House et al. (1978) serves as a good illustra-
tion and shall therefore be dealt with somewhat
more in detail.

The Eollow Through program was launched as
an attempt to sustain the effects achieved by
Head Start in providing continuing help to for-
mer Head Start children as they entered regular
school. Follow Through was originally conceived
as a program providing additional compensatory
education in Kindergarten and in the first three
grades of elementary school for children who had
previously participated in Head Start. In 1968
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it was deciced to make the program more experi-

mental and to try out various models in early
childhood education that should subsequently be
evaluated (cf. Kivliin and Timpane, 1975). It
was decided to try out about a doZsh models, and
15 million dollars were allocated to the entire
program. By 1978 the™ annual allocation had in-
creased to 59 million. The total. program costs
over the decade since the inception amount to
roughly 500 million dollars. Over the entire
period 20 sponsors had worked with projects on
180 school sites. The Abt Associates, Inc. was

" commissioned to conduct the evaluation that

comprised a sample of some 20,000 students who
were followed up over a U-year period. The
total evaluation costs have been estimated to be
somewhere between 30 and 50 million dollars.
The evaluation exercise reported in half a dozen
massive volumes has been subjected to criticism
by House et al. (1978). Their report, sponsored
by the Ford Foundation, as well as rebuttals
from the researchers responsible for the Abt
Associates evaluation have been published in a
special issue (No. 2, 1978) of the Harvard Edu-

cational Review. This issue makes an extremely
interesting reading, because it amply illus:
trates the point above on the relationship be-
tween educational research and educational de-
eision-making. Researchers were 1in tﬁeofirst

'place called upon to make their contribution ex

post facto, when the models had been decided
upon and with little possibility of influencing
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either the design of the "planned experiments"
or the way they were conducted. Very often the
conduct of +the experimegts was arbitrarily *
changed due to particular local _circumstances
and interests that had little to do with the
aims of the "experiments". f

A host of troublesome methodological prob-
legs were encountered in the attempts to eval-
uate conclusively the Follow Through programs.
A few major problems and flaws deserve to be

mentioned. In doing so I am largely drawing

upon the report by House et al. (1978). There
was no systematic selection of school sites
and/or teachers within schools. The control
groups were grossly mismatched with the experi-
mental groups. Adequate evaluation instruments
were not developed from the outset and focused
mainly on cognitive competence. On the: whole
the outcome domains were poorly covered. The
goals implicit in the various experiments within
the same models were SO diyerse that it was very

" difficult, not to say impossible, to develop

common instruments that could adequately cover
the entire range. The aggregation level repre-
sented another matter df concern: the student
instead of the classroom was used as the unit of
analysis. This was inconsiBtent with the sta-
tistical technique used in adjusting the means
of the control groups by means'of analysis of
covariance. Half the original sample of chil-
dren was lost during the u-year - follow up. The
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" hopeless situation for the evaluators was re-

flected in the fact that the variation in mean
achievement within models was greater than be—
tween models. This reflects the role played by
contexéual factors for the outcomes. Such con-

clusion is drawn by the Abt Associates, Inc. re-
searchers (Anderson et al., 1978) in their reply
to the criticism leveled by House et al. (1978):

"None of the seventeen models in the
evaluation demcnstrated that it could
compensate consistently for the aca-
demic consequences of poverty... (We)
conclude that the Follow Through
strategy of externally sponsored cur-
ricular change is not a reliable tool
for raising the test scores o° poor
children... Local cjircumstances and
behavior clearly have more to do with
chi&dren's test performance than do
the intentions, theories, and rhetoric
cf outside interVeners..:. Taken as a
whole, the evidence presented in our
report (Stebbins et al., 1977) sug-
gests that if a local school system
has ~the potential for effective com-
pencsatory education, then outside . re~
sources of the Follew Through kind can
somet imes catalyze this potential.
But if not, intervention seems likely
to be somewhat digruptive and counter-
productive." (Anderson et al., 1978,
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p. 162{.

This statement is in line not only with
common sense but also with findings from re-
search on the determinants of educational inno-
vations. The contextual factors, the ecology of
the educative process going on in the school,
have to be taken into account. The involvement

- of the parents and the extent to which they in

cooperation with the school are participating in
the education of their children is of pivotal
importance. '

Congress in its 1974 Education Amendments
requested, as mentioned earlier, the National
Institute of Education to conduct a study of
compensatory education, its "fundamental pur-
poses and effectiveness."” In time for consider-
ation in connection with the reauthorization of
the compensatory education programs a final com-
prehensive report was submitted in Septembei
1978 (NIE, 1978). The NIE reports yeflect a
shift towards a widened perspective in conduct-
ing evaluation. The NIE compensatory education
stud§ is in the first place not an "in-house"
one in terms of original research endeavor with
what that implies of research .design, data col-
lection, and statistical analyses, but rather an
attempt to collate the extensive research con-
ducted in some 35 projects, most of them com-
missioned by the Federal Government and con-
ducted by outside‘organizations.
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As has been repeatedly pointed out, most of
the evaluation projects have mainly been pre-~
occupied with the effects of the compensétory
education programs on student cognitive develop-
ment as measured by achievement test scores in
the. basic skills. This has to be seen in the
context of the emphasis on such skills not only
in the legislation but also in the actual opera-
tion of Title I programs.'

The bulk of the Title I resources has gone
into remedial reading. FPccent "back-to-the-1:
basics" battle cries have reinforced the ten~
dency to look at the outcomes in éerms of stu~
dent performance, particilarly in reading and
mathematics. Thus, thé effective and. social -
" development of the students, which, of course,

is less tangible and therefore more difficult to
measure, has tended to be neglected. Not 1least
the Follow Through evaluation exercise points at
the importance of changes in the "ecology" or .
"climate" in schools and communities where
compensatory programs have operated. Parental
involvement in the education of the children was
“enhanced by the Follow Through, where pafents
twice as often as in the control group
.volunteered to help in the school. Many
low-status parents became interested in improv-
ing their own education. Another important by~
product seems to have been that some workable
comprehensible models of primary edudation were
_developed under the auspices of Follow Through.
N
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The program ocould thereby serve as a kind of
curriculum and instrument development labora-
tory. A third by-product seems to have been the

. opportunity that various planned variations ex-
periments have provided for effective on~-the-job
inservice training for teachers.

Durlng a v131t to Systems Development Cor-:
poration the OECD team had the qpportunlty to
meet with the researchers commissioned to con-
duct a comprehensive study’ of the sustained ef-

[ - fects of Title I basic skills. Base line data
B collected for a nationally representative sample
of students and parents of .a considerable size
make it possible to survey on the basis of what
criteria septvices in the Title l.programs are
delivered. This is an impressive attempt to
overcome some of the technical shortcomings that
have beset some previous studies. It also fries
to map out what goes on in the home between par-
ents and children which, regrettably, because of

n
the s;ze of the sample, has to be studied rather
exten51ve1y. In our conversation with the re-
searchers we learned that the longitudinal em- \

' phasis, which was a major purpose for launching
the study, might because of the high costs have
_. to be played down.' One must regret-this if it
occurs and hope that it might be possible to
conduct a follow-up study on -‘at least a sub-
sample in order to assess the sustained effects

of the compensatory education programs.

: ¢’
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Concluding observations.

’ Both in reyiewinngolicies for compensatory
education and in the attempts to evaluate the
outcomes a certain amount of generosity -- and
humility -- on the part of the researchepr has to
be exercised. Legislation and its implementa-
tion in terms of regulations are outcomes of po-
1itical compromise, a process where representa-
tives of States and districts have tried to m$x-
imize the benefits accruing to their own con-
stituencies. .One cannot, therefore, in ‘the leg-
islative worﬂing expect the same clarity and
consistency of definition &«s in a graduate semi~-
nar of, for instance, what {s meant by "equgli-
ty" or "disadvantage" and how these terms should
be operationalized when it comes to social in- -
terventioq.“

In looking back on the development of Amer-
_ican education over the last two decades one is
deeplyuimpressea by the considerable strides
that have been made, not least by.F?deral jni-
tiatives, - which  have contributed to putting\
vital issues, particularly the education of the
disadvantaged, on the national agenda. In spite
of frustrated , expectations, setbacks of pro~-
gram3¢ eriticism of faliiﬁg standards, and con-
_cerns about the-young people who leave school as
, ﬂunc}ional'illiterates, the faith in education’
among the American people has remained re-
* markably unaffected. As an observer from abroad,
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one cannot avoid noticing.thaf the Proposition
13 movement is not directed against education as
sych but against big govermment (as has also
been evidenced by >ypinion polls). ~ One
indication of the sustainegfﬂfaith is the fact
that the 1978 Federal appropriations for educa-
tion went up 16 percent, ‘whiéh _was far beyond
what was needed to make up for inflation.

. L .-

With rggard tos evdluatioﬁ: I would like to.
make two observations. -In the first place, a
broader perspectiﬁe has to be employed in, look-
ing at the outcomes of intervention programs
than in some of -the commissioned studies. By
and Lakge the employment of a wider range of
criteria of efaluation is called for. Irrespec-
tive of whethér one accepts or rejects the tra-

‘ditional experimental model as feasible and ade-

quate in agsessing the outcomes of planneh in~
terventlon in the educational and social welfare
demand, the problem of keeping the relevant fac-"
tors "under control" is, indeed, formidable and
is among other things reflectsd in the enormous
costs incurred in evaluating the Follow Through
models. I agree withgthe conclusion made by the
group of researchers commissioned -to evaluate- .
the Follow ' Throwgh program im saying: "Poorv
children still tend to perform poorly: in dchool
even after the best and the brightest theorists

~- with the help of parents, local educators, ]
and ghe federal funds....have done their best. to
change the.situation." (Anderson et al., 1878,
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‘;i 163). Secondly, even taking into account the
_difficulties of conducting longitudinal studies
ecause of the high turnover of styﬂéhts and of
keeping track of people who move, T think that
wellplanned, small-scale longitudinal studies
conducted as case studies where different models
of compensatory education are operated, would

prove more than largescale surveys.

We are, in spite of all efforts by educa-
tional researchk, just at the beginning of our
attempts to assess what the school is doing to
its students. .Until now, our methods have been
extremely crude and limited to easily measured
cognitive performances. Our notions of what
makes a difference in student competence have
also been rather crude because of our failure to
assess what, for lack of a better expressgion,
could be called the "climate" of the school or
the classroom. The study of a group of inner
London schools conducted by Michael Rutter
(1978) marks a turning point in this respect.
The rather meager, not to say, discouraging re-
sults from the evaluation exercises should not
give rise to pessimism. In his final remarks at
the Paris "confrontafion meeting" thg' Chairman
of/ the QECD team Feter ,Karmel pointed out that
q!flack methods of assessing the "chemistry" or
"elimate" of the school. =~ Furth&rmo tend
to overlook  that incréments in educational
outcomes usually are very small. We cannot
expect minor changes, in input to  produce

~478~"
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dramatic results. The compensatory education
programs constitute after all small changes 1in
the larger context of formal education.

Finally, ‘it should be recognized that the
educational system cannot bear the whole burden
of bringing about social change. Educational
reforms cannot have an impact and cannot suc-
cessfully be” implemented if they are conceived
as if they were operating in a social vacuum,
In order to succeed they have to be parts of
overarchirg social reforms, for which they can-
not substitute. )
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